* = "Fg 8 
* 2 


"The x * droine rig Joly of private Fudem ment"; 
1 in a true 2 t. 0 why, e 
L / 


WELLES 
a o0STSERIPT* 


; 1. 4 


WA inex'd to a 8 ERM ON, Entituled, 
Preſervative from damnable errors, in the 
N of the Holy one, i 
Together with, 0 
Remarks on the Reverend Mr. Nathan Baſſett 3 
APPENDIX. | 


N 7 5 0 h F iſher, M. A. 


Wo 5 the Goſpel, at Dorcbeſter. 7 ? 


5 


1 Prov. 14. T2. "Th here is a way that ſcemerh right 7 to 

4 man; but the end thereof are the ways of death... | 

1 Pal. 1. 8 The we, or an angel from heaven, preach 4 
any or her Goſpel, unto you, than that which we Baus 

reached unto you, let him be accurſed. 

"9 3, 12. Take beed, brethren, leſt there be in any. 

/ Jou an evil heart of wad in cath FOR 

be living God. 
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{ A Reply to Mr. Smith's 


3 Anſwer &c. Q 


C AAA 


N rn vrnsv. like Wars and Law- 
0 uits, is never to be engag d in, except 
| in caſes of neceſſity. Bus when Truth 


L is publickly attack'd and run down, it's 
F ARMED) criminal indifference for truth, out of a 


-W | ee of a regard for Peace, not to 
7 ſtand up in defence of it. Hence it was, that in much 


ſenſe of my own weakneſs, & unfitnels for ſuch a task; 


had attack'd from the Preſs; and in a Poſtſcript, of- 
fered ſome things, in way of defence of the docrine 
contain'd in it; and to clear it, from Mr. &'s mil- 
\| repreſentations and exceptions, Po 
It was not, from an affe&ation of Dominion (which 
3 is, what Mr. & charges on Subſcribers, p. zo. and on 
me in particular p. 33.) it being no peculiar claim 
of my own ; but the common duty, and right of 
all faithful Miniſters,to preſerve the Church of GOD 
from the contagion of Hereticks, that I have plead- 
ed for. Much leſs was it, from any fond pretence, 
to any peculiar meaſures of the Unction, from the 
Holy one, (as he ſeems to inſinuate p. 3.) ſeeing, I 
know I have nothing to boaſt of, but much to be 
humbled for. Only this I know, that without a 
divine faith, whereby I may feel the power of the 


ventur d to publiſh my Sermon, which Mr. S 


2); 


myſteries of Salvation, as they are revealed inGod's 


word; and that, as the greateſt realities and excel- 
lencies, my ſinful heart can never be melted into 
Evangelical repentance, nor Chriſt be brought home 


to my Soul, and formed there. Neither was it, from 
an unpeaceable temper, (I hope) which yet Mr S. 


ſeems to. infinuate. of me p. 23. that I engag'd in the | 
Controverſy ; unleſs a conſciencious ſtanding for 
truth, muſt be fo eſteem'd. I may venture to ſay, | 
that it was regard to truth, and the intereſt gf Biety, 

in this part of God's Church; and not any of the 


ſuggeſted motives, that excited me in this matter. 


he ſame regard for truth, is what moves me, to 


reſume the Controverſy, in this Reply to Mr. S's | 
Anſwer, to my Poſtſcript : becauſe, he has therein, 
more plainly opened up his erroneous Sentiments 


upon the debated points; which were more covert- 


ly expreſs'd in his Sermon; and has us'd his skill, 


to make them plauſible, to the no ſmall danger, of 


the weaker and leſs attentive Reader. AndI ſhould | 
immediately addreſs my ſelf, to the points in de- 


bate; but that there are ſome zhi»gs, in his Book ; | 
which as they occur firſt, muſt be firſt ſpoken to ; | 


for, tho they do little or nothing concern the Con- 
troverſy ; yet I find, that weak and prejudic'd rea- 


ders, will be apt to think them of importance e- 
nough, to ſpoil the beſt cauſe, if they be not anſ- 


wer'd. 
Firſt, he alledges that it's a different Sermon, that's 
printed, from that which was preach'd: Now, the 


only thing that's advanc'd, which has the appearance 


of an Argument; is what I my ſelf acknowlege : 
which was, © that in tranſcribing my Notes, for the 
© Preſs, I did not think it inconſiſtent, with the fi- 
© delity, with which a controverted Sermon is to be 
© publiſhed, to illuſtrate the matter of the diſcourſe, 


with proper enlargements, while I kept faithfully 


© to the doctrine, or ſubject- matter, not omitting any 
material paſl: 11 hich I delivered *: 7 
material pallage or expreiſion, Whic elivered': 


4885, 
9 
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'; | from whence it appears, that the alterations in the 
I. printed Sermon, were only illuſtrations of the mat- 
ter delivered. Now, to aſſert that ſuch circumſtan- 
tial differences, deſtroy the identity or ſameneſs of 
*any thing, would ſpoil both our Philoſophy and Di- 
Jvinity. Thus, a man would not be the ſame, when 
ie plump as when he was lean. Nay, to make ſuch 
or illuſtrative alterations, in publiſhing Sermons, that 
y, were not at firſt deſign'd for the Preſs ; is what the 
y, 4 moſt candid Authors, have thought a piece of re- 
16 1 ſpect, due to the publick ; ſo far have they been, 
from eſteeming it an impoſition upon the publick ; 
to Jeſpecially when ſuch alterations are acknowledg'd, 
2s 1 as I have done. And if it be conſider'd, that o\ 
n, the very doctrines, of the certainty of faith, and i 
ts Portance of certain Articles of faith to vital Piery, 
t- Which he oppoſes, that is maintained in the printed 
Sermon: and, that it's the very Right of private judg- 
of ment, that he pleads for, that is oppos'd in that Ser- 
Id g mon; as allo, that it's Th very doctri ne of Creeds and 
le- Church authority, which in the courſe of his reaſon- 
Kk; ing, he pleads againſt, as impoſition, that is main- 
; tain'd therein: it manifeſtly appears, that as to all 
the ends of our debate, it is the very ſame Sermon, 
Rand no other, that was preached and which was 
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e- printed. This, I think, may onee for all, ſerve for 
nf- Fanſwer, to the ſmart interrogatories, which, now 
and then, occur in Mr. S's Book, Such as theſe. 
t's [What Sermon? that which was preach'd or that 
he which was printed? CNV | 
ce Next, he falls upon the Title of my Sermon, 
ze: and ſometimes it breaths damnation, and ſcatters 
he "Wames : intimating, that it's a ſevere reflection on 
fi- his errors. Hence he alledges p.). that I am guilty 
be of cloathing men with bear's skins, to raiſe the fury 
ſe, pf the populace againſt them; © what elſe ( ſays 
ly be) means his Title.“ Another time, it's ſo unhap- 
ny pily expreſſed, as to ſignify Blaſphemy againſt the 


'*: oly Ghoſt, p. 3. But, beſides that it's contrary to | 
6 N 5 the 


che nature of Speech, for the ſame expreſſion, at the 


in place of the predicate, and predicate in place ol 
the ſubject, in a converted Propoſition ; is to de- 


hea or of the propoſition chang'd, (as the —_ 3 
0 


ry unfair ſtate of the Controverſy, ſerving only to, 


he intimates, that the matter in Debate is, Whe- 


ly to adhere to it, and may warmly defend it? 
W | 


(4) 


ſame time, to have directly oppoſite ſenſes. Mr, S a 
by converting the Propoſition p. 3. as it is pointed, 
has ſhown, himſelf, that before converſion, it ſigni- . 
fy'd that, and could ſignify nothing elſe, than what 
he pretends, he charitably believes I meant. For 
the very nature, and deſign, of putting the ſubject 


monſtrate, the only ſenſe of the propoſition, before ., 
converſion ; as every Logician knows, and every 
intelligent reader, who is not a Logician, who ob- 
ſerves, the comma after the word errors; muſt own, 


that the damnable errors are not aſſerted, in that pro- den 


poſition, to be in the unction of the Holy one; but, 1. 
that it's the Preſervative, from ſuch errors, only, £> 
that's ſaid, to be in that union. Indeed, if the point . 
were altered or neglected, and ſo the ſubject and 


ak of altering the Hebrew points, that one by ſo 

ing, may mix heaven and earth) a man, may 
make any thing he will, of that or any other pro- 
poſition; the author at the ſame time, not being 
chargeable, with giving the leaſt occaſion, for their 
wild fancies, 5 0 5 

He proceeds p. 3. to conſider my Poſtſcript, hav- 
ing (as he thinks ) fairly rid bimſelfof my Sermon ; 
as What he is no way concern'd in; how juſtly, 
the reader will judge. What he firſt attempts here, 
is to roll over the blame, of the evil conſequents ot 
this Debate, upon us. And to this end, gives a ve- 


perplex the Reader, and blacken Subſcribers- For, 


ther the Scripture be the Truth, the Faich once de- 
livered to the Saints; and, Whether we are cloſe- 


hereas, really and plainly, the Debate is, Whe- gy 
ther a profeſs'd adherence to the Bible, be all that's Ar 
neceſſary, 


(3) 
Meceſſary, to intitle to Chriſtian, and even Mini- 


+ 0. terial Communion : Notwithſtanding, that thus, 
ed, all che grofleft Hereticks, are received into the 


bolom of the Church. Again, p. 4. he will have 
„ that we plead for a limiting (by a pretended 
Church Authority ) a right of private judgment, 
T Whereby, the Church is diſturb'd, in her ancient 
| gew of the Bible * ; when yet, we only 
lead, againſt a right, to judge contrary to the real 
Eale of Scripture, and againſt true Scriptural deci- 
ions, which are the very doctrines of divine Re- 
gvelation. Again, he fays, that they plead for the 
Fcripture Doctrine of Faith it ſelf, expreſs'd in the 
{words of the Holy Ghoſt. This we never were 
Sgainft ; only we plead, that when a man is to give 
Jen account of his belief ( that is, in what ſenſe he 
underſtands the Scripture, to clear the way of thoſe, 
ho are to receive him into Communion Tit is beſt, 
that he do it in terms, that determine diſtinctly, in 
hat ſenſe he underſtands the Scripture ; (that is, 
pu profefling aſſent, to a true Scriptural Creed) 
. - whereas, they alledge, that in ſuch caſe, the Scri 
ture words themſelves, are preferable, if not addy 
o be uſed. Again, he ſays, they d * for the 
Authority of Scripture, in oppoſition to a right 
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1 pleaded for to ſome, to impoſe on us their hu- 
Hy Jy mane ſchemes, and that in themoſt arduous points 
_ of Faith * : whereas, we plead for no Authority to 


\$ynods, or Creeds ; in oppoſition, but only, in ſub- 


ve. dination to Scripture ; and for, their Conformity 
to Pereto. Laſtly, he fays, it's © for the fences of the | 
JOY Lords vineyard, that the hedge may not be pluck- 
9% Jed down, to let in the boars of the foreſt to de- 
de- ſtroy the vines, under the ſpecious pretences, of 
ſel Authority and Zeal, that we contend. * If he 
it? derſtands, by the fences of the Lords vineyard, 
he. ® oleration of the groſſeſt Hereſies in the Church, 


hoſe Authors proſeſs to adhere to the Scripture; 
q if by deſtroying the vines, he means exc — 


ary, Y 


(6s) 


of any, even the groſſeſt Hereticks, out of the 
Church: and if by the Boars of the foreſt, he un- 
derſtands, the faithful Miniſters of Chriſt, who! 
would exclude ſuch, I own that this is the Contro- 
verſy between us, but then the terms are uſed, in a 
13 ſenſe, which is not unuſual with 
The juſt ſtating of a Controverſy, is a chief thing 
to be minded, in managing one. Here it is, that 
judicious Polemick Divines, ſweat moſt: They are 
very careful, either to expreſs the ſentiments of an 
Adverſary, in his own words; or elſe, to expiſcate 
his ſenſe, according to the ſtricteſt laws, of critical 
definition; knowing, that they loſe all their labour, 
if they miſs his real opinion; becauſe in ſuch caſe, 
they can only fight with their own ſhadow. But, 
my reverend Brother, ſeems utterly to neglect 
this part of the method of Controverſy ; as is 
manifeſt from what has been ſaid ; and the miſery 
is, that he talks at the ſame rate throughout his 
Anſwer, ſo that what he ſays, is often, beſide the 
Cuſhion. | 8 5 
Before I proceed, I muſt take notice, that he 
claims Antiquity for his principles, and endeavours, 3 
to turn the charge of Novelty upon ours. For p. 3. 
he has theſe words, © Tis evident to the world, 
© that we, only ſtand for the defence of thoſe 2 
© Truths, of which we, and the Church of God in 
© all ages, have always been poſleſs'd-? And p. 4, 
© Not we, but our oppoſers, have brought in, thoſe 
© new notions, of 7 
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an impoſing power, So. 
But, did I not ſtudy Brevity, beſide what I elſe- 
Where ſaid from Scripture, for Miniſterial Authority, 


to preſerve purity of Doctrine in, and to exclude 3 
Hereticks out of the Church: It were eaſy to de- 
monſtrate, at large, from Scripture, that the A- A. 
poſtles inſiſted on the belief of the Goſpel, as a; 
neceſſary term of Communion with the Church; and 


YA o © 


[ 


- — 5) 


not ſimply, a profels'd adherence to the then Ca- "þ 
| . nonical? 


p 


"8 
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J nonical books; a thing, which the infidel Jews 
x themſelves, did, even to a degree of ſuperſtition, 
but, they requir'd, a profeſſion of a ſet of principles, 
? which were fooliſhneſs to the unbelieving Jews. 
For, Rom. 6. 1). the Apoſtle ſays, of the Chriſtians 
7 at Rome, Y have obeyed from the Heart, that form 
cf doftrine, which was delivered to * Where, 
that We have the founders of that Church delivering, 
and the Chriſtians there, embracing a form or ſet 


25 of Goſpel doctrines. The ſame, is plainly imply'd 
cate 2 Tim. 1. 15. Hold faſt the form of ſound words, which 
jcal ou haſt heard of me. The word, here tranſlated 
dur, form, ſignifies a methodical ſcheme of Scripture 
aſe, 2 doctrines, which are, occaſionally delivered, up and 
Zur, | down the Scripture. To ſuppoſe, that it would have 


ec fl anſwered the Apoſtle's deſign, if he had adher'd to 
the words of Scripture, tho? not in the ſenſe which he 
had heard of the Apoſtle : would not well agree, 
his with the Apoſtle's de ſign in ſending him to Epheſus, 
the which was 1 Tim. 1. 3. To charge ſome, that they 

2 reach no other doctrine. I might alſo, take notice 
he Of the zeal of the Apoſtles, againſt falſe teachers; 
® which oft occurs in the New Teſtament, as alſo, 
z. the commendations given by them, to Churches, 
Id, zealous this way; as on the contrary, the reproofs 


oſe Ziven to thoſe, who were luke-warm and remiſs. 

in I might alſo ſhew, that the ſame ſpirit of zeal, for 
4, unity, of faith in the Church, and againſt bearing 
oſe With humane Here ſies, deſcended through all ages 


* 6 of the Chriſtian Church, from the Apoſtles days : 


ſe. That Inatius, who ſuffer'd Martyrdom, ſoon after 
ty, 3 ne death of the Apoſtle Zohz (or ſome very ancient 
de author, in his name) in almoſt all his Epiſtles, 


ſtrenuouſly exhorts the Churches, to preſerve the 
zunity of the Faith delivered to them, and to avoid 
hereſy's propogated by too many nominal Chriſtians, 
in thoſe days: That Juſtin Martyr, who lived about 


the year 140 tells us, that the Church then, received 


cal! none to the Lord's . but thoſe who a 
2 | : 


1 


the doctrines, 1 by the Church: That Fenæus 
o both flouriſhed, in the latter 

end of the ſecond Century, ſhew, that there was an 

- admirable harmony in doctrine, through the whole 
Church, giving us ſchemes of Chriſtian doctrines, 
profeſs d by all, as with one mouth; and, which 
were handed down, by a continued ſucceſſion of 
Presbyters, from the Apoſtles days; that the Church 
received none, that deny'd thoſe principles, and 
caſt out thoſe who did, and thatnotwithſtanding, they 


and Tertullian, w 


profeſs'd the ſtricteſt adherence to the letter of the 


Scripture : That Clemens Alexandrinus, about the 4 


year 200, and Cyprian, in the middle of the third 
Century, go the ſame way : That inthe fourth Cen- 
tury, the Hiſtory of the Council of Nice, ſhews it, 
to have been the judgment of the Church univerſal, 
that the Church had miniſterial authority, to deter- 
mine Articles of Faith, according to the Word of 
God; and that Creeds were neceſſary, to preſerve 
the Church from the contagion of Hereſies ; and,that 


even Hereticks, never diſputed this Authority, but 


only the due exerciſe of it, in particular inſtances ; 


to Creeds 


ſeeing, they oppos'd Councils to Councils, andCreeds | 

: That the Waldenſes, (the pureſt re- 
mains of primitive Chriſtianity, during the overflow * 
of the grand Apoſtacy ) whole original, Reinerius 
places, in the fourth Century, in the time of Pope 
Sylveſter,are never found without the ancient Creeds, 
and that Mr. Morband, in his Hiſtory of that people, 
produces a pretty large Confeſſion of Faith, of their 
own, above four hundred years before the Reforma- ? 
tion; and a yet larger one, in the time of the Re- * 
formation: That all the reformed Churches, about 
the beginning of the Reformation, had their ſeveral _ 
Confeſſions of Faith, which were ſubſcrib'd, at leaſt, 
by their Miniſters ; That this, was the concurrent 


judgment of all the reformed Churches, in the time 
of the Synod of Dort, who ſent their Delogates to 


ff 3 e 
. ONT Wt NIN 


it: That the Churches of New-Zngland, own'd the 


ſame 2 
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ſame doctrine of Creeds and Church Authority; par- 
ticularly, in the Synod, where Mrs, Hutchinſon and 
her adherents, were judged and condemned for 
Hereſy: To ſay nothing of the Weſtminſter Aſſem- 
bly, whoſe Principles are ſufficiently known, 
I might alſo challenge, Mr. S. or any other non- 
: ſubſcriber, to trace their Principles higher than a- 
bout the time of the Synod of Dort. The handlin 
of theſe things thoroughly, would take up too muc 
of my readers time; and what has been briefly hint- 
ted, may ſerve, to ſhew the vanity of aſcribing 
2 Novelty to our Principles, or Antiquity to his own. 
Next he ſays, p. 5. © How much rather had I, 
that an end to the Controverſy had been endea- 
vour'd, in ſome amicable conference (which I ne- 
ver oppos'd ) than that a Cotroverſy — ſhould 
ever have been brought, on ſo light a pretence, 
into Charleſtown Pulpit. * What he calls a light 
7 pretence, will come to be conſidered afterwards, 
it But, becauſe he alledges, that he never oppoſed an 
ut 7 amicable Conference ; I hope the reader will allow 
S;3 me, to lay before him, a brief Narrative, to give 
ds light to this affair. After the Reverend Mr. S. had 
e been, warmly and importunately, managing the 
W 2 cauſe of non-ſubſcribers, almoſt from the time of his 
coming among us; as others had done, ſome years 
d before, I took Mr. S. aſide at one of our Presby- 
ls, ery's, and puting a paper in his hand, which had 
„ lain by me ſome years, which I had written for 
letling my own judgment, upon the Controverly ; 
a- I told him, that therein he had my judgment upon 
e- the Queſtion, that had been frequently toſt among 
ut us, deſiring him, to let me have his remarks upon 
it. Hoping thus to have brought the Debate to 
lome iflue, This was a propoſal, of an Epiſtolary 
it. correſpondence, next a kin to an amicable confe- 
& ?rence, and having advantages for accommodation, 
Oo +» even above it, if prudently manag'd. Whether 
Mr. S. comply'd with this propoſal, his letter re- 
4 3 2 ferring 
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ferring to that Manuſcript, / now publiſh'd by him- &; 
ſelf, p. 21. ) will declare. Further, he having inti- 
mated, (as appears in the ſaid letter) that he de- 
ſign'd to preach, his principle of a Right of private 
judgment; I wrote him a pretty long letter, where- 
in, after I had ſhown him, that the doctrine I had 
preach'd, was the conſtant doctrine of the Church 
in all ages, and that his was a novel invention of 
Arminians, about the time of the Synod of Dort; 
contrary to What he ſeem'd to think, I have this 
following paſſage. As for the complement (for 

1 don't call it a banter ) of asking my leave, to 

preach your notions of private judgment; I take it 
as you give it. For you know better, than to 
think it proper for me, to give you leave to preach 
any thing; that ſuppoſing an authority over you, i 
which I do not claim. But, if you have any new ? 
notions of private judgment, I would adviſe you, 
to ask leave of the Presbytry, which has authority, v 
both over you and me, according to that, the ſpi- 
rit of the prophets, is ſubject to the prophets. It 
will ſhew a caution, worthy of your prudence, to 
take their previous advice, before you publith any l 
new thing; and, ( if you pleaſe ) to ſtate your no- 8 
tion fairly, and plainly before them, and hear what 
may be ſaid againſt it, where, you may have occa- 
ſion of clearing up any miſtakes, that otherwiſe }. 
may be had about it, before you bring it into the 
* Pulpit. I think, this was a no leſs ſealonable, than 
pen propoſal of an amiable conference, before the 

resbytry; & at upon reaſons, which deſerved Mr. Ss 
conſideration. But did he ſeem to take any notice of it? 
not at all; ſeeing without more, he preach'd theSermon ? 
upon the controverſy, which he afterwards printed. 
And further, after he had preach'd his ſaid Sermon, 1 
ask*d the favour of his notes, that I might make my re- 
marks upon them; again hoping, that by a diftin&& 
ſtating our debate, which I found he had much 
miſtaken, a way might be made to an accommoda- 
tion. NY 
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a 
m. tion. He told me, that he was reſolv'd to anſwer 
ti- nothing but in print: To which I anſwered, that 
le- there was no need, that the World ſhould be ac- 
ite quainted with our differences; ſeeing we might ac- 


re- tommodate them among our ſelves. However, to 
ad ny ſurprize, ſoon after, he lent off his Sermon to the 
ch Preſs. Afterward, before his Sermon return'd, there 


was an occaſional propoſal of a conference, made at 
- qa Presbvtry. But, tho' both Mr. & and I, declar'd 
his Jour willingneſs, it drop'd ; but how, Mr. S. knows 
for Jas well as I. The reader may judge from what is 
to ſaid, whether Mr. S. or I, moſt oppos'd an amicable 
> it conference and accommodation. 

to In the lower part of the page, he blames me, that 
ch H alledg'd he was in too much haſte, to enquire duly; 
bu, into the truth, of what he makes his excuſe for 
2w Aprinting his Sermon. My reaſon was, as appears 
bu, Poſtſcript, p. 34. that in that part of the Province, 
ty, where J am beſt acquainred, there was little or no- 

- thing, heard of his Sermon at all ; and not one tit- 
It tle, of the miſrepreſentations he ſpeaks of, fo far as 
to I heard, or indeed, can yet hear. Which ſufficient- 
ly proves, that the diſadvantageous reports of his 
dermon, were not © ſo univerſal thro? the Province 
"Ras he alledg'd. And now, I can tell him further, 
that a very credible perſon, well acquainted in Zames's 
iſe Hand, a place near enough to Charleſtown, to have 
he been even fill'd, with any thing much talk'd of in 
an Ton: told me, that at that time, he heard nodiſadvan- 
he tageous reports, of Mr. Ss Sermon, Here, at all. Which 
S's makes me think, that Mr. S's correſpondent, had no 
it? Juniverſal acquaintance, with what paſs'd thro' Town 
on and Country. 


ed. Then p. 6. he ſays © he had as little reaſon to ſug- 
„I 3 geſt, that I took timely care, to have the honoura- 
re- ble mention I had made, of the Weſtminſter Con- 
1& feſſion, read to my Congregation ; for I took no 


ich (care about it, *till one of the Deacons, deſired my 
6 ; hy 2 

da- notes, and then I gave the whole Sermon.“ Bur, 

on. 4 | pray 


* Y 


( rs ) 


pray! where js the difference, between what I ſaid, j 


and what Mr. S owns? I did not ſay, that Mr. 5. 
was the firſt man, that took care about it, but only 
that he took timely care. Now Mr. S. does not 
deny that he took care, after the Deacon defir'd his $ 
notes, but allows it; for he only ſays, that © he took 
© No care about it TILL the Deacon delird his 


© notes, ? | 


To what I alledg'd in general, concerning his 
Sermon and Preface, viz. that he explain'd no terms. 
He anſwers, that I had quoted a paſſage from him, 
* where the right of private judgment, is explain'd, * 
© by receiving no doctrines, but what we have exa- 
* mined by Scripture, and found agreeable to them; 
© and impoſition, being underſtood as a direct oppo- he 
lite to that right, the ſenſe of both, is neceſſarily 
© fix'd together. If the reader caſt his eye on the 
foot of p.8. of his Sermon, he will find the paſſage 7 
refer d to; and, that he is not, there, explaining ! 
terms; but only telling, what ſome will do; and 
_ we readily allow, that every believer does as he ſays, 

by all doctrines that he receives, (While Hereticks, | 


Fa 


take up with, what they neither do, nor can find in 


Scripture ) nay, we ſay, that the believer ought to | 
do 4 and ought not to receive any doctrine, upon 
an implicit faith, in any teachers. But, this is as far 
different, as Eaſt is diſtant from Weſt, from a right 
to reject the real ſenſe of Scripture, if through igno- | 
rance, he can't find it, upon examination, no leſs | 
than to embrace the real ſenſe, if he find it:“ 


which is, the definition, which Mr. S. gives of 


his right of private judgment, in his anſwer. The Y 


believer, muſt examine the doctrine by the Scrip- 


ture, and find it there, becaule the foundation of 
divine faith, is divine teſtimony in the Scripture; | 
and yet, he can have no right to reject divine truth, 
even tho? he cannot find it in Scripture, thro' unbe- 
lief: Becauſe, unbelief being his fin, can give him 
no right, to give God the lye, in rejecting his teſti- 

mOony. 


— 


N 7 LE * 
3 


JS 
<F 


n 
8 E 


Wn, 


2 


(13) _ 


ſaid, Rony. Now, this being no definition of Mr. S's 
. S. Fight of judging, and yet is the only thing he al- 
nly edges, out of his Sermon, to that 1 and im- 
not poſition being to be underſtood, by being an op- 
| his poſite, to that right, it's plain for all he ſays, that 
_ Fe hath given us, no definition of theſe terms, as I 
is Jaid. | 1 
In excuſe, for his alledging, that our principles a- 
his mount to plucking out people's eyes, denying people li- 
ms. Ferry to read the Scripture Sc. he ſays, p. 7. that © if 
im, F they naturally flow, from Subſcribing principles, 
1d, f he is not culpable ; if they do not, every one{is at 
Xa- liberty to reje& his conſequences *. But this is 
m; Huſt as if a certain man had thrown ſevere groundleſs 
po- xeflections on his neighbour, and he ſhould tell him, 
ily f theſe things be true of you, I am not culpable, but 
the $f they be not, any that will, may diſ-believe what 
ge have ſaid. Can any think, this a reaſonable ſatis- 
ng faction, to the wronged Subſcribers ? 
nd 8 : 
ys, I come now, to the main Points in- Controverſy; 
ks, and I muſt own, I enter upon them, with ſome re- 
lin Mluctancy : Becauſe it has the appearance, of an in- 
to Mvidious task, to go about to fix errors, upon a man, 
00 which he ſeems unwilling, to be tho't to hold. For 
far Mr. S at firſt ſight, ſeems to deny ſome errors, that 


* 


zht I had remark'd in his Pre face and Sermon. But, be- 
10- cauſe error will creep, when it cannot go, and, that 


© 


ls it's no leſs dangerous, when it {lily inſinuates itiſelf, 
it: than when it enters boldly ; it will be neceſſary to 
of how, that however he ſeems to deny ſome things, 
he harg'd on his Preface and Sermon, yet he really 
in. 

O 


Tontinues to maintain them, in his Anſwer : leaſt 
7 


* a * 
\-y : 


people ſhould be drawn in, unawares, to embrace 

his principles, which, if they had timouſly diſcern'd 
th, ¶what poiſon is in them, they would have abhor'd the 
De- very tho'ts of: tho', when throughly engag'd, they 


4 


im fare not fo apt to be ſtartled, at the frightful appea- 


ti- France. Nay, in time, they become enamour'd, of 
nF. what, 
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what, if chey had ſeen it at firſt, they would have bee; 
ſcar'd at. Of this nature are, a Sreprical uncertaint) 
in matters of faith, and, that ſoundneſs in the faith if 
divine myſteries, is of no importance to vital Piety. 
God forbid, that I ſhould delight to fix theſe errors, 
upon my Reverend Brother, xhoſe Perſon I reſpect, 
and wiſh well to; did not the laying of his ſenti-“ 
ments, on theſe heads, fairly open, as they appear Li 
in his anſwer, ſeem neceſſary, to give people fair th 
warning, of the danger of what he maintains. by 
And firſt. He takes it very hard, that I charge him th 

with denying infallible certainty, in the fundamen-YP- 
tals and eſſentials of Religion, and therefore ſays, 0 
p. 8. © the judicious reader will find---- that I neither ! hi 
© affirm, nor deny the inference, from the unctionf{ 
* of the-holy One, viz. an infallible knowledge, off 
© what is really eſſential to Salvation, in all the a- 
* nointed, but only deny his conſequence from it, 
* viz. a power of impoſing their Sentiments upon us'. 
The reader may eaſily judge of this, his excule, by 
comparing the paſlage in his Preface, refer'd to here; 
which runs thus, © he endeavours to fix it, (the im- 
© poſing power ) upon the unction of the holy one, in- 
© fering from thence, an infallible knowlege, of 
© what are really the fundamentals, and eſſentials of 
* Chriſtianity, in every one that was anointed; and 
© as a natural and neceſſary conſequence, a power 
© to impoſe their Sentiments upon others *: Where 
the judicious reader, muſt needs ſee, that I am in} 
the ſame manner charg'd, with infering infallible 
knowlege in fundamentals, from the unction of the 
holy One, and with infering an impoſing power, from ® 
that infallible knowlege. I think, I can't make the 
thing plainer, than it is in the words themſelves. i 
Surely, he either blames me, for both inferences, or 
for neither. Seeing, there is not the leaſt difference 
made, between infering the one and the other. Fur- MF 
ther p. 9. of bis Sermon, he has theſe expreſſions. J. 
A power of impoling, drawn from n, 1 
6 i 


(x 
©O 


- 


7 OE xe; 


— > «4.0 K A GA 


eng pg 
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been (elf, is a falſe inference *; again © ſuppoſing every 
1, one, that had the privilege of this unction, to be 
th infallible. | Now, his turning of my inference from 
zery the unction, into an inference of infallibility, or a 
rors making Believers. infallible, ſeeing that is, to turn 
ect, the inference into ridicule: theſe expreſſions, plain- 
anti. ly imply, a condemnation of the kind of knowlege, 
pear L infer'd from the unction. The reader mult obſerve, 
fai that he recites my words, in the inference, and that 
it's ſuch fundamentals, as the Orthodox account fo, 
him that he denies certainty in, ſuch as theſe mentioned 
jen- Ip. 40. of Poſtſcr. for it were abſurd to ſuppoſe him 
ays, owning fundamentals, and denying that all who 
her have the unction have certain knowlege of them, at 
tion the lame time. 8 9 
3 Notwithſtanding, he ſays p. 8. I always allow- 


> Off 3 
e a. ed, that a Chriſtian is ſo far under the influence of 
1 it, F* tbe Holy Ghoſt ; that he certainly, and beyond a 


F* poſſibility of miſtake, knows what is really eſſen- 
(64141 I 8 | 6 

F © tial to Salvation '. And p. 9. if a man go to hea- 
re h doubt, but he ſhall know, what is 
re; , ven, Who can doubt, now, l 

im. © neceſſary to carry him there? Yes doubtleſs! 
in- But does Mr. S. mention, or own any one particular 
ol article of faith, which is fundamental, and which e- 
Sof very one that goes to heaven, ſhall know, either 
and here, or elſewhere in his Anſwer ? Nay, ſpeaking 


vr of theſe important Articles, enumerated Poſtſc. p. 40. 


ere he ſays as for the following enumeration of Arti- 
. 5 3 5 8 | 
cles, which he thinks it dangerous, not to ſuppoſe 


in 

ble beyond a poſſibility of miſtake, I ſhall not debate 
the it with him, but ſhall only ſay this, that they are 
om either really fundamental, or they are not. If they 
the are not, there can be no great danger in doubting 


them; if they are, I have already acknowleged 
or that by the conduct of the Spirit, we ſhall know 
ace them ---- beyond the poſſibility of miſtake. * The 
ur- Articles he refers to, Poſtſcr. p. 40. are, That the 
ns. ¶ Scriprures are the word of God: The doctrine of the 
vit Trinity of Perſons, of ons e, in the unity of the 


God- 


(16) | 
God. head: The proper Divinity of Chriſt, as alſo hi. 
Mas hood: His e and perfect Sati faction 2 22 
 Fuſtsficationgs by Bis Rs * alone, thro faith. 
T he neceſſtty of a Holy We: T he dottrine of the Reſur. 
rection, and eternal Glory. Now his Speech afore. 
fajid implies not, the owning of any of theſe Arti. 
cles in particular, for fundamental; however great, 18. 
and viſible a claim they have, to be fo accounted. 
Nay, he makes a ſuppoſition that they are not, and! 1 
that they may be doubted of without danger, which t 
is not very ſuitable to owning any of them, in par. 
ticular, to be fundamental. The moſt he does, is, el 
he makes a ſuppoſal that they may, (and that, if ſo," b 
we ſhall infallibly know them) and yet, he inſinu- 
ates, that he could if he would, debate this with © 
me. So that, there ſeems to be no ground, to think, 
that Mr. S. means any of thoſe Articles, when he 
owns, that every one that's anointed, has an infalli- 
ble knowlege, of what is effential to Salvation. I 
And if thefe be not, I know not any Articles of 
faith, that are effential to Salvation. Further his © 
Doctrine, that we have right to reje& any debated} { 
principle, if it do not appear to us; ſeeing, all ar- 
ticles of pure revelation, and therefore of faith, are 
controverted ; ſhews, that no articles of pure reve- 
lation, are fundamental to him, and therefore, of; 
theſe things, that are eflential to Salvation, and} 
therefore certainly known. Unleſs we ſuppoſe, 
that eſſentials of Religion, may be, in point of duty 
and right, rejected. The like may be ſaid, of his 
rinciple, that all who profeſs adherence to the 
cripture, are to be admitted to Church Communi- 
on, as viſible Chriſtians, ſeeing there is not one ar- 
ticle of faith, but what ſome ſuch deny. ;F 
Again, for any thing ſaid by him, all that he 


F 
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than obedience to the precepts of the Goſpel, and? 
belief of the promiſes, with a ſtriẽt profeſs'd adhe - 
rence to the Scripture. Seeing, Arminians own theſe! 
1 | ef 


c 
& 
reckons eſſentials of Religion, may be no more, - 
0 
6 
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% to be fundamentals, without allowing, any article 
71,4 of faith to be fundamental; becauſe all ſuch are con- 
eh troverted points and therefore uncertainties; which 
fur is a reaſon, that ſeems to have great weight with 
Mr. S. and his Brethren. For, he ſpeaks frequent- 
ly, of controverted points being undetermin'd, that 
Fis, if I miſtake not, uncertain on which ſide the 
truth is. Nay, when he complains, that a man of 
the firſt repute for learning, of ſtricteſt morals, and 
hich that appeals to Scripture as the ſupream authority, 
and rule of deciſion, is not admitted to Communi- 
on, without ſubſcription, p.39. he plainly intimates, 
bo chat no particular articles of faith, are neceſlary to 
' be profeſs'd, in order to viſible Chriſtianity ; and 

' 4 conlequently, that none are fundamental. Seein 
if any fuch were, the denying to profeſs them, would 
Abe a good reaſon to exclude the man, notwithſtand- 
ing his learning, and e and profeſs'd adhe- 
Freace to the Scripture, which is contrary to what 
Mr. & ſuppoſes, viz, that it were a wrong, to ex- 
clude ſuch a man. „ 
Again if Mr, S owns no certainty, beyond a poſ- 
fibility of miſtake, in the nature of faith; then it 


ar- ; pg * 
are neceſlarily follows, that no articles of faith or pure 
ve. revelation, are with him, the eſſentials of Religion, 


of I hich every one that's anointed, has a certainty of, 
and beyond a poſſibility of miſtake : and conſequently, 
ole, he denies infallible knowlege, in fundamentals of 
utyl Religion, that are really ſuch, as I obſerv'd out of 
This bis Preface; unleſs we ſuppoſe, that Chriſtian Reli- 
the ion, conſiſts of meer morality. Now, it's evident, 
uni. Irhat he has declar'd for no ſuch certainty, in the na- 
ar. cure of faith. Nay, on the contrary, he ſays, p. 45- 
II can't ſay, I have any more, than a moral certain- 
hel ty; of them ( Proteſtant principles ) from the holy 
ore, Scripture. And when [ fay, Lam certain that Pro- 
and . teſtants are right, and Papiſts are wrong, I can on- 
he. I mean, that according to the beſt light, and in- 
\eſe_ formation I can receive from Scripture, my judg- 
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Fully determined judgment and moral certainty is what 


fame determination to Papiſts, as to Popiſh doct- 
rines, as he claims to himſelf, and other Proteſtants, 


p. 10. © theſe are ſuch great characters, and fo well 


of the equal right, in Papiſts and Proteſtants, to im- 


/ 


(18) 
© ment is thus fully determin'd” And, that he allows $a 
no other faith; to Proteſtant Synods, than what he 
claims to himſelf, is clear from whar follows. If | 
* (/ays' he ) we impoſe our Principles, upon a firm 
© belief, arid determination, that what we maintain 
© is truth; certainly, the ſame determination in Pa- 
© piſts, muſt juſtifie the impoſition of Popiſh doct- 
* rirves” "Where we may fee, that his firm belief 


may be poſſibly a miſtake ; ſeeing, he allows the 


as to Proteſtant doctrines, which he muſt own, to be 
at leaſt poſſibly a miſtake; elſe, how can he be e- 
ven morally certain, that Papiſts are in the wrong. 
To the ſame purpoſe, I having quoted the Biſhop | 
of Bangor, and Mr. Lock, as being for uncertainty, 
and mere probability in the nature of faith : he ſays, 


eſtabliſh'd, that they will need no Pen to ſupport | 
* them*: which, I take for a plain approbation, of 
their notion of faith. KG 
The reader may obſerve, from what Mr. S. ſays, 


pole their ſeveral doctrines, from the ſameneſs of 
their faith, which he will have to be no more than 
a moral certainty in either: that the foundation of 
the denial of all authority, to require aſſent to any | 
Creeds; is, with Mr. S. a ſuppos'd uncertainty in all 
articles of faith; and fo, that it's whether wretched | 
Scepticiſm, in all matters of faith and pure revela- | 
clot, be to be allowed, that is {till the hinge, on 
which our controverſy turns, (which I wiſh thoſe x 
that are inclining to Mr. S's principles to conſider ) 
and that notwithſtanding, what Mr. S. ſays, p. 12. 
if we (ſays he) believe Mr. F. the Scepticks pro- 
* feſs'd univerſal uncertainty, but non-ſubſcribers, Þ 
© (or I am not of their principles) allow a certain- 
F ty, in the fundamentals of Religion, that there 
54 ae 
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ws are ſuch things, and that every: Chriſtian, ' will 
he KF ſufficiently know them?. For the uncertainty of 


Faith, or that it's only a moral certainty, which' may 
poſſibly have a Popiſh miſtake, as well as a Pro- 


ain teſtant truth, for it's object; ſhews, that the funda- 
Pa- zmentals he ſpeaks of, can be no matters ſof faith or 
cr - 


pure revelation; ſee ing, the certainty of all or any 
matters of faith, can be' no other, than what the na- 
ture of faith will admit; which, according to him, 
may ſtill poſſibly be a miſtake. However, becauſe Mr. 
&- S. ſays p.9. that the firſt, tho not the only hinge, 
its, “on which the Controverſy turns, is this, viz. 'Whe- 
be ther a Synod of Miniſters, are infallible and be- 
e- © yond a pothibility of miſtake, in all that they think, 
ng. and call fundamental ? * and that he did neither 
op affirm, nor deny the infallible certainty of faith, but 
ty, Monly deny'd the conſequence, I drew from it, for 
ys, Y impoſing power: I ſhall take a more proper place, 
ell Fro ſpeak to theſe things, viz. when I come to the 
ort ¶ head of impoſing power. 
of Y It's matter of juſt ſurprize, that Mr. S. ſhould ſay 
p. 10. © I wiſh he had pointed to the page, where I 
ys, 8 © fay, that a Believer muſt be certain of every thing, 
m- © if certain of fundamentals*; ſeeing p. 9. of his 
Sermon, he has theſe expreſſions, © A power of im- 
* poling, drawn from infallibility it ſelf, is a falſe in- 
* ference *, and again* ſuppoſing every one that had 
Z © the privilege of the unction, to be infallible.* Now, 
either theſe expreſſions, are nothing to the profeſs'd 
deſign, of refuting my Sermon; or elſe, he makes 
me there, to aſcribe infallibility to believers, and to 
make them infallible, whereas I aſcrib'd a certain- 
ty to them, beyond a poffibility of miſtake, in fun- 
damentals only, in my Sermon. Further, it was uſu- 
al with Mr. S. and his brethren, to urge it as an ab- 
ſurd pretence to infallibility, whenever we alledg'd, 
that faithful Miniſters, had ſuch certainty of any par- 
ticular principle, as might make them capable, of 
an authoritative inſiſting on it: which was the oc- 
1 caſion, 


(200 


caſion, of my chuſing to preach, on the certainty of 
the faith of fundamentals, without infallibility, to 
take off, the perpetually inſiſted on objection. And 
1 p. 52. he ſays that I am a man, 
oſe fundamental principle is infallibility, when 

et, it's evident, that in what I have publiſhed, and 
he profeſſes to anſwer, I plead only, for infallible 
knowlege to believers, in fundamentals, and things 
of which they have a divine faith. So that, whate- | 


ſure it's 
© whoſe 


ver he ſays, of the goodneſs of his Logick, it's plain, 


that it's no unuſual thing with him, to draw univer- 


al concluſions, from particular premiſes; a way of 


reaſoning, which is contrary to a moſt unexceptiona- 


ble rule in Logick. 


He alledges p. 11, & 12. that I muſt be tho't, to 
pretend to inſallible certainty, in every thing 1 


preach ; becauſe I inferred from his doctrine of un- 


certainty, in what are real fundamentals, compar'd | 
with what he ſaid, of the duty of Miniſters, to tell 
people the whole truth; that after Mr, S. had en- 


deavoured to eſtabliſh his doctrines, by the moſt | 
E reaſons; he muſt tell the people, that all | 
ne hath ſaid may poſſibly be a miſtake. But, how | 
will it follow from this, that I ſhould tell the peo- | 


ple, that all I ſay, is infallible truth? I have only 
pleaded, for infallible knowlege, to faithful Mini- 
ſters, in fundamentals, and other things whereof 


they have a divine faith; while, in leſſer matters, | 


and things, whereof they have not attain'd, the e 


vidence of faith, they may be miſtaken. Therefore, 
according to my 3 if I muſt tell the peo- 
ple the whole truth, ſu 


them from Scripture, that theſe are the faithful ſay- 


| ppoſing me to be a faithful 
Miniſter, I am only to tell the people, that I may 
be miſtaken in ſome things, that I have delivered; 
but as to fundamentals, and the like, I am to aſſure 


ings of God, which they are to believe, at their | 
higheſt peril, Whereas, Mr. S. upon his principle, 
that there's only a moral certainty in faith, muſt tell 
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of the people, {if he tell them the whole truth) that 
to every thing he delivers, of what importance ſoever, 
nd He 5] Se a matter of faith, that poſſibly it is a miſtake. 
The reader may judge, which of theſe is moſt ſuita- 
Able, in a perſon coming cloath'd, with a Commiſſi- 
nd Fon from the Lord Jeſus, to ſhew men the way of 
ble FSalvation. To ſay of every doctrine that's preach'd, 
185 this is only my ſenſe, I can't fay that it's really the 
te- word of God; and therefore, you have a right to 
$*© reject it; if to you, it does not appear conſonant 
er- e to Scripture. For, tho' I think it true; yet, for 
of any thing I know, it may be as falſe, as any of 
na- e thoſe, we call Popith errors, becauſe Papiſts have 
3 © the fame firm belief, and determination of their 


to F* opinions, as I have of any thing I preach to you.“ 
& 1 To fay this of every dodtrine, I ſay, is no better 
45 chan a teaching people infidelity, and yet, this is 


the plain import, of what Mr. S. has ſaid in his An- 
Iſwer. Sure, if the Lord Jeſus had furniſh'd none of 
his Miniſters, with any other faith of the Goſpel, 
than this moral certainty, it had ill become his wil- 
dom, to have fent them forth; they had been very 
o I} improperly called his Embaſſadors, or Stewards of 
£0- the myſteries of God. Nay, rather, they would be 
11y only blind leaders of the blind, ſuch as, our loving 
10-7 Saviour, cautions us not to follow, leaſt both fall in- 
eot to the ditch. „ 10185 tac 
1s He comes, p. 16. to the ſecond thing, charged on 
him out of his Preface ; that is, that he makes mat- 
ters of faith, to be matters of pure ſpeculation. By 
this is underſtood, according to the common ule of 
Ache term, that matters of faith, are of no practical 
"Feoncernment ; and that therefore, a man may be 
godly, whatever his opinions be, in matters of faith, 
or that it is not neceſſary, that a man hold any pat- 
WF ticular articles of faith, in order to his being godly ; 
and, indeed, this principle, concerning matters of 
faith, is neceſſarily prefuppos'd, to that other prin- 
 Fcple, of Mr. S's, that there is no neceſſity, a an 
F | allenc 


ea 


aſſent to any ſet of principles, in order to a credible 
profeſſion of Chriſtianity, provided a man have learn- 
ing, be ſtrict in his morals, and profeſs to own the 
Scripture as his rule; becaule, if any particular ar- 


ticles of faith, were neceſſary to piety, theſe muſt | 


be a neceſſary term of Chriſtian communion : other- 
wiſe, men muſt be admitted to it, that do not fo 


much as profeſs Chriſtianity. However, Mr, S. does 


not think fit to own, that he meant, that matters of 
faith, are of no practical concernment. P. 17. he is 
ſomewhat ſubtle, in defending himſelf on this head. 
Are not (ſays he) matters of faith, objects of the 
* underſtanding ?-are. not objects of the underſtand- 


ing, matters of ſpeculation ? and as ſuch matters | 


© of pure ſpeculation? ?' But, thus he makes no 
diſtinction between any thing, that's an object of 
the underſtanding, and a pure ſpeculation; which 
I ſuppoſe, is a ſenſe; that never was affix d to that 
term before. Pure ſpeculations,are {ſpeculations that 
do not make a man better, and are not neceſſary to 
practice, but ſerve only to ſatisfy curioſity. Hence 
he is miſtaken, in ſaying, that * many ſpeculations, 
that are purely ſo in themſelves, have a happy in- 
fluence upon the heart and practice * ; and inftan- 
ces in the divine Perfections, which { ſaqs he) fo 
far as they lie before' the underſtanding, are pure 
ſpeculations: No certainly, tho? they be matters of 
peculation, yet not'of pure ſpeculation ; the epi- 
thet pure, emphatically removing ſpeculation, at the 
4 gs diſtance from practice. Whereas, the know- 

edge of the divine Perfections, is that without 


which, there can be no practical piety, no true wor- 
ſhip or fervice of God : for worſhipping him igno- 


N 2 


rantly, is no worſhip at all. The like, we ſay of 


the knowlege of other matters of faith, that it en- 
ters into the very nature, and eſſence of practical 


piety; ſo that, we may as ſoon ſeparate light from | 
the Sun, and reaſon from a man, as the knowlege | 
of God, and his Son Jeſus Chriſt, and the way of 

| | Salvation | 


that expreſſion, 9 


623) 
Sal vation through him, as reveaPd in Scripture, from 
true godlineſs. The knowlege of matters of faith eſ- 
pecially ſuch fundamentals, as now are mentioned, 
do not influence practical piety, as a thing diſtinct 
from it: but as a neceſſary, and eſſential ingredient 
in it. © But (ſays he ) fuppoſing the propriety of 


diſputed, a very little 


© candor and ſcrutiny, would have ſeen its intention, 


but, for my part, I could fee no reaſon, to think 


that Mr. & meant any thing, by matters of pure 
ſpeculation, but matters of pure ſpeculation, in the 
common ſenſe of the term. Seeing, that he allows 
of no aſſent to any article. of faith, how important 


1 ſoever, as. neceſſary to a viſible profeſſion, of chriſti- 


an piety ; which is impoſſible for me to reconcile, 
with making any article of faith, or the belief of it, 
neceſſary to true piety. Eſpecially, when he will 
not allow any to be excluded, from the 2 

of the Chriſtian Church, let their profeſs'd opini- 
ons in matters of faith, be what they will; provided 
they profeſs to make the Scripture their rule. Nay, 
non- ſubſcribers tell us, it is no matter what opinions, 
in matters of faith a man hold, if he be ſincere; 
which is the plain meaning, of that expreſſion of 
Mr. William Porter's, which I took from his mouth, 
and had tranſcrib'd with his allowance, for my uſe, 
v8. I believe that Mr. Pierce was as godlya man 
as any man in Englaud in his day. Thus a denyer 
of one of the moſt effential points in the Chriſtian 
religion, is not a whit leſs godly, than if he believ'd 
it. Which is, to exclude the belief of doctrines of 


faith, wholly out of the notion of Chriſtian piety, 
unleſs, we ſuppoſe different, and even op olite ſen-⸗ 
Wtiments, if the moſt important articles of faith, has 


the fame influence on practice, and that the Ariat, 
Socinian, or Arminian principles, are no leſs pious, 
than the faith of the contrary Goſpel truths. This 
is the opinion of Socinians, and Arminians, thoſe 
great patrons of liberty; as we have it, in that emi- 

| D nent 


— 
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nent divine Mr. Turretine, Theolog. Vol. 1. pag: 23. 


© Qui (s he ) theologiam ita ſtricte practicam di- 


© cunt, &c. i. e. who ( meaning Socinians and Armi- 


* nians ) will have Divinity, to be fo ſtrictly practi- 
cal, that nothing in it, is properly neceſſary to Sal- 
© vation, but what belongs to moral precepts, and 


© promiſes. Whence, they ſum up the whole of 


Religion, in reſpect of fundamentals, in obedience : 
© 70 the precepts, and truſt in the promiſes, excluding 
© all knowlege of divine myſteries. To what end, | 
© js not difficult to diſcern ; even that they may take | 


© away, the neceſſity of the knowledge of the Tri- 
© nity, Incarnation, &c, and ſo, the more eaſily pave 


9 Ways to a common religion, by which all may be 
erently ſaved ; that is to Atheiſm. * Now, I 1 


© indi 
can ſee no difference between Mr. S's doctrine, of a 
univerſal toleration, of all Religions in the Church, 
and this opinion of Socinians, &c. which excludes 
all faith of principles, from the notion of piety, and 
therefore makes matters of faith, matters of pure ſpe- 
culation, I have not quoted the original Latins, at 
large, thinking it not very edifying, to the Engliſh 


reader, and as to the Learned reader, he may, if he 


will, turn to the author. By the way, we may ſee, 
what that great man thought, of the univerſal liber- 


ty, and charity, to men of all Religions, which is ſo 


much boaſted of, in our days. 


In the next paragraph he enters upon the | 
third head, in debate, about a right of private 


judgment, and p 18. he quotes my account, of ; 


the orthodox notion of a right of private judg- 


ment, common to men. The ſum of which is, | 
that they allow to every man, a right to try or 
examine, all doctrines by the Scripture, and to ſee | 
truth with their own eyes. Upon which he fays, | 


© What do the Orthodox teach thus? and does this 


© explain, Mr. F's ſentiments of private judgment? 
© then, I acknowledge my charge was unjuſt, and 
e are perfectly agreed.“ As if he had ever heard, 


N 4 » 


| 


* 
>» 


7 © examined by Scripture ; 
by me, were, that of the hearers of Chriſt, whom he 
7 refer'd to the Scripture, to try his doctrine by it. 


(45) 


any thing from me, different from this; or, as if any 
7 ſubſcriber, had ever held otherwiſe ! But then he 


alledges, that I make a retraction, which puts him 


and me, at as great odds as ever, in theſe words, 
3 © in either of which inſtances, it's abſurd to luppole, : 


© that the hearers, had liberty to reject, the doctrines 
the inſtances reſer d to 


Joh. 5. 59. and of the Bereans, who are commended 


> | for trying the A — doctrine by Scripture. How- 


ever, he ſays, © What! (might they not reject them) 


{ © whether they ( rhe doctrines of Chriſt himſelf and 
1 © of the inſpired Apoſtle ) appeared conſonant to 
4 © Scripture, or not? to what end did they examine ? 


* Examination in its very nature, implies a right, 
both to embrace, and reject, according as the things 
* examined, ſhall appear. It's true, that a right to 
examine, by Scripture, implies in the very nature 
of it, a right to reject, what is not really agreeable 
to Scripture, But, that a * % to examine by Scrip- 
ture, implies a right to reject, what is really agree- 


| able, merely upon a falſe appearance, that it is not 


agreeable to Scripture, is an uncouth and abſurd no- 
tion. I fay falſe appearance, becauſe, though in or- 


7 dinary inſtances, Mr. & I know, would make it diſpu- 
table, & the ſmart wr. 4? ho ſball be judge ? 
e 


whether the appearance be falſe or true? would no 


doubt be put. But, in the two inſtances, of the 


doctrine of Chriſt, and of the Spirit by Paul, there 
is no room for a doubt, but that it muſt be, from a 


falſe appearance, if their doctrine, did not appear 
'F conſonant to Scripture. For my part, I thought that 
two ſuch inftances, were ſufficient, to give a check, 
to an opinion, that men have a right, to reject any 


doctrines whatſoever, if upon examination, even by 


Ja perſon under the power of unbelicf, ( for there is 
Ino exception) they do not appear true, and I could 
not think, but that at leaft, ſuch inſtances ſhould 


D 2 have 
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doctrine. of Chriff: himſe 
mouth 


that its a wonder 


ec without trembſing, 
Ii Wet 


3 


A 


ho contradicted, and blaſphemed his doctrine (no 
ubt, becauſe they jndg, d:i contrary. tq Scripture, 
hey being Jews ) that t. 


worthy of Eternal life. Where we ſee, that the a- 


upon examination, was no more than a right, to pe- 
If any alledge, that they acted againſt their light, 


© who makes the Scripture his rule, think that the 
judgment he forms, is not agreeable to it? Thus, 


underſtood, they would be their own antidote, to 
moſt ; however ſpecious the terms, right of prevate 


rious ſenſe affix d to them. 


cording to appearance, even tho' it be a falſe appea- 


have been excepted- 170 : 2 right to reject the 1 
himſelf, ſpeaking with his own To 

nouth, !. a right to reject, the. doctrinę of the Spirit $1: 
of truth himſelſß ſpeaking in the inſpir'd Apoſtle ! | 
| This is. ſo monſtruous, upon what, pretence ſoever, 
w ſuch an opinion, can be vent- & 
in the maintainer, and horror 
hearer. There. is a Scripture inſtance, Acts 
13, 46. reſer d to, Poſtſcript p. 56. which might have 
deſerv'd, Mr. S's conſideration, under this head. 
Where, we find the Apoſtle geclaring, that thoſe 


they rejected the counſel of 
God, againit themſelves, and judg'd themſelves un- 


mount of their right of judging, contrary to the true 
doctrines of the Goſpel, delivered by the Apoſtle, 
though through their unbelief, they appeared falſe 


riſh everlaſtingly, for their unbelief of the Goſpel. | 


Mr. S. ſhall anſwer them, p. 19. does any man, | 


the reader may ſee, what Mr. S. means, when he | 
charges us, with denying a right of private judg- 
ment, and a right to examine all doctrines by Scrip- | 
ture. I perſwade my ſelf, that if his ſentiments were 


judgment, and right to examine by Scripture appear | 
to well meaning people, who know not the myſte- 


But Mr. S. goes on to prove, a right to judge ac- 


rance. For p. 19. he ſays, can we judge, of what 
cis real Scripture, any further than it appears? if 
© not, it's the apprehenſion of truth, and not the 
„ | reality, 


(4) 


ie reality, that aſfects and determines the judgment”. 


n 
it ing to what we apprehend to be truth; but then, 
the Queſtion ſtill remains, whether, when our ap- 
r,, prehenſions are wrong, we have a right to judge, 
&ccording to theſe wrong apprehenſions? What is 
done in fact, is one thing, and what may be done 
of right, is another thing. But to this, he ſays, if 
they (the Bereans) were governed, by their appre- 
henſions of truth, why ſhould not we, by ours? 
I anſwer, when we apprehend, or perceive, the real 
truth, contained in Scripture, it's fit, we ſhould be 


o Which I an{wer, undoubtedly, we judge accord- 


govern'd by our apprehenſions, even as the Bereans 


were, in the like caſe. But to argue, that becauſe 
they were govern'd by right apprehenſions, there- 


fore we may be govern'd by falſe apprehenſions, 


were bad Logick indeed. And, until it can be 


prov'd, that the Bereans would have been commend- 


ed, tho' they had rejected the Apoſtle's dodtrine ; 


becauſe they ſearch'd the Scripture only: this in- 


7 ſtance, can never prove, that we may judge upon 


appearances, that are not according to the real ſenſe 


of Scripture. But, ſays Mr. & p. 20. © why ſhould 


da real truth be queſtioned, and examined, till it 
appear to be ſo, and not rejected, if it appear to 


be falſe? * Where it's plain, he will have it, that 
if a real truth, appear to be falſe, this gives a right, 


to reject it as falſe. Which clearly explains, the 


right of private judgment, he pleads for. Thus, if 


the doctrine of the Trinity, the proper Divinity of 


the Son, theRighreouſneſs of Chrift, laid hold on by 
faith, it's being the alone juſtification of a Sinner, 


the neceſſity of holineſs, the unity and ſpirituality 


of the Divine Nature, and the like; however real 


truths they be, if they appear falſe, they to whom 
they appear ſo, have a right to reject them as falſe. 
Such a right, ſure, needs no more to refute it, but 
only, to thew people what it is. But, leaſt he ſhould. 
think his queſtion unanſwerable, however ſurpriz- 
ing 


| tho” it ſhould appear fal 


true or falſe, as the only rule of faith, which is to 


iog and abſurd it be: I ſhall ſhew, both why we | 


are to examine real truths, by Scripture, till they | 


appear to be fo : and alſo, why we are not to reject} 
real truths, Scripture truths, even tho they appear 
to us, to be falle 

mine real truths, till from Scripture, they appear to | 
be ſo : Becauſe, God refers us ultimately, to his 
Word, as the ground of divine faith; and becauſe, | 


it's of the nature of faith, that it rely on divine Irie: 


teſtimony, in the word. So that, we mult ſee it 
there, with our own eyes, and not take it upon truſt, I 
by implicit faith, in any teachers. On the other 
hand, we can have no right to rejectk a real truth, 
h : becauſe that were a 
right, to go wrong: a right to be ignorant of God, 
and his Goſpel, which Chriſt will come in flaming 
fire to avenge, (2 Thef. 1. 8.) a right to give God | 
the lie, by denying his teſtimony : a right to depart *' 
from the only Rule of faith, and to ſet up conſci- 
ence above, and in oppoſition to the authority of 
God, who is Lord of Conſcience; all which are ab- 
ſurd. Thus, the reader may ſee, both why we are 
to examine real truth, till it appear to us, from | 
Scripture ; and likewiſe, why there can be no right 


to reject real Scripture truth, even tho' it appear 


falſe to us. Mr. S's argument ſuppoles, that it's ap- 
pearances, whether true or falſe, that we are to be 
guided by ; whereas, it's the Scripture, or the real 
mind of God, in his word, that's our rule, and only 
guide. So that,it's only the appearance of the real 
mind of God in Scripture, that we have right to 
follow. I know it will be objected, that there's no 
remedy, a man can only follow that which appears 
to him, to be the ſenſe of Scripture; unleſs, he 
proceed on implicit faith; therefore a man muſt 
have a right, or it muſt be his duty, to follow what- 
ever appears to him, to be the ſenſe of Scripture. 
But, beſides that this ſets up appearances, whethet 
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. As for the firſt, we are to exa- i 


(29) 
we ſet up a rule of faith, diſtin from, and oppoſite to 
ey the holy Scripture, (for ſure, a miſtaken or falſe ap- 
& Ypearance, of the ſenſe of Scripture, muſt be diſtinct 
ar from, and oppoſite to the Scripture, or real ſenſe of 
ta- fit) it's a miſtake, that there is no remedy; ſeeing, 
to while others follow falſe appearances, and ground- 
11s Nleſs fancies; it's God's gift to his own people, to 
ſe, know and apprehend, or take up the real myſte- 
ne fries of the Goſpel, revealed in his word. Thus our 
it Lord teaches, Mark 4. 11. Yo you it is given, to 
ſt, Iknow the myſteries of the kingdom of God. Mat. 11.25. 
er ¶ Thou baſt hid theſe things, from the wiſe and prudent, 
h, Rand haſt revealed them to babes, And 1 Joh. 2. 20. 
a Zut ye have an unction from the holy One, and ye 
d, know all things. Again, while others are darkneſs, 
ig they are light in the Lord. Whereby we fee, that 
»d there is a remedy, againſt being oblig'd to follow 
rt Ffalſe appearances, in the illumination of the Spirit, 
i- Phich is therefore to be diligently ſought by all, 
of who would not be under a miſerable neceſſity, of 
b- following falſe appearances, to their utter undoing. 
re If any think it ſtill hard, that they who are left, to 
m walk in their natural darkneſs, ſhould not have a 
bt right, to follow their falſe opinions; ſeeing, they 
ar appear to them to be true: they muſt, by the ſame 
p- reaſon, think it hard, that a man can't be in a ſafe 
De Way, without the free and ſpecial grace of God. 
al It's a very reaſonable demand, that Mr & makes 


y MP. 20. viz. that ſubſcribers impoſe (as he calls it) 
al nothing but real truth.“ And then (ſays be) © the 
o MR queſtion will be, whether all, or which of the doct- 
o MM rines to be impos'd, are really true?“ This is a 


rs queſtion we never refus'd to come upon, with non- 
ſubſcribers. But to what end does he ſay this? Will 
he allow real truths, to be impos d? Or is it only, 


t- what does not appear to Mr. & to be true, that he's 
e. Þ againſt impoſing? Or, will he debate the real truth, 
t of what we are for impoſing, as he calls it? I hope 


not. For Mr. &. inſinuates afterwards, that it's * 
2 | ; : 
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ly, perhaps, an article or two, in our Confeffion ofÞSo! 
faith, that he is not clear to aſſent to. We muſtFle 
therefore ſuppoſe, Mr. & to advance this, in favour} ' 
of thoſe, who deny our doctrines ; with whom, asFat 
his friends, (tho? of different opinions) he is pleas'dF t: 
to rank himſelf. And therefore he adds. If there-F o 
fore, they follow the conduct of their judgment, / h 
* why ſhould not we, follow the conduct of ours? 
* Eſpecially, when we both pretend to form them, FF tl 
© by the ſame rule. Unleſs it could be prov'd, that c p 
* theirs is infallible, and ours the reverſe.* But by! 
his leave, if he ſpeaks in name of ſuch non ſubſcrib- ¶ ſui 
ers, as refuſe our Confeſſion of faith, becauſe they Jw: 
deny the doctrines of it, I can't admit that Arians, no 
Socinians, Arminians and the like (whoſe denial of Jur 
the fundamental doctrines of the Goſpel, ſhews, Het 
that the God of this world has blinded their minds. Wal 
2 Cor. 4. 3, 4-) ſhould be upon a level, with the Fve 
Orthodox Church, which is taught of God, and has Fan 
the promiſe of the Spirit, together with the word, ve 
for ever. La. 59. 21. For, to ſpeak of fundamen- 
tals, can there be any reaſon, why, if the true Church, J* 1 
which knows theſe by the unction of the holy One, 
follow her judgment in embracing them; that there- I th 
fore, the other, who, as is manifeſt, have not the IV: 
Spirit, ſhould have right to follow their judgment in 
denying them? Unleſs Mr. S. will undertake to 
prove, either, that it's a groundleſs pretence, that 
believers are taught of God, even the fundamen- | 
tals, that ſuch Hereticks deny, or which is the ſame, 
that Hereticks have the fame aſſiſtance, of the Spi- 
rit, in denying them, as the true Church has, in be- 
lieving them. If any make a mock, at the Church's * 
being taught, the myſteries of Salvation now, while 
theſe myſteries are hid to others; let them ſee if 
they can prove, that God has forſaken his Church, MW 
contrary to the promiſe, that he will be with her, 

to the end of the world. Mat. 28. 19. And that 
Chriſt is no more the chief Shepherd, and * of 1 

| Ne Ouls, 


1 off 
1ſt} 
Our 


7 revral'd Religion. | 
If the words either way upon which the evaſion 


yf fact in our diſpute. . 


Fudge contrary to divine revelation. | 
has he mention'd the place, where I maintain ſuch 
of 2 principle? Nay he e declares, that I 


(a) 


ouls, and that therefore, he does not now feed and 


lead his flock. 


Whereas, I had ſaid, ar 1. of my Uſe of Refu- 


tation, that © it's upon the ground of the uncertain- 
FT ty of faith, that Arminians plead for the innocency 
Fot error, and for a right to every man, to think as 


he ſees cauſe, either way, about all principles of 
* He ſays p. 22. It's poſſible, 


principally turns, were not in his notes; they 


might be one of his proper enlargements.* I af- 
- ſure the reader, that the expreſſion is exactly, as it 
was in my notes, and the words either way, were 
none of my proper enlargements. But he further 
Jurges, if they were in his notes, it will not follow, 


© that they were delivered from the Pulpit.* I can 


aſſure the reader, that I am as ſure, they were deli- 
Fvered, as I can be of any thing of that nature, or of 
Jany other ſentence, in the Sermon, it's being deli- 
Jvered in the Pulpit. However Mr. S. ſays © he is 
well aſſured they were not, but that I there de- 
3* ny'd, a right to people, to believe as they ſee rea- 
$f ſon, abſolutely, and without a diſtinction.“ I think, 
that Mr. & might have allow'd, that poſſibly he 
vas in a miſtake, in this caſe, and not have been ſo 
poſitive; but thus it is, when men will publiſh, 
2 what they will not determine, whether it was a {lip 
ſof the adverſary's tongue, or his ſetled judgment, 
merely, to make the cauſe they plead againſt, ridi- 


culous; they will ſtand to what they have ſaid, tho 
without ground. I am concern'd that there ſhould 
e mutual ſcandalous contradictions about a matter 


It's ſurprizing, that Mr. S. ſhould complain, (after 


what we have ſeen, of his right of private judgment) 


hat I charge him, with pleading for a right, to 
He fays, © but 


have 
* not; 
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_ * not, either ia my. Preface, or Sermon, defin'd the nal 

7 * 17 of private judgment, I am pleading for, but 
* left that tg be gathered, by a train of conſequen- 
© ces,* and adds, I hope the reader, will take the! 
* acknowlegement, that he had no foundation for! 
_ © his charge, in what I have publiſhed, and that the 
* txain of conſequences, ---- is only a chimera of his“ a 
© own brain. To this I anſwer, that I infer'd this“ 71 
to be his principle, not only from the propoſitionsſtha 
he wrote, relating to Mr. Pierce, and an erring con. rea 
ſcience; but alſo, from what oppoſition he made, in Scr 
his Sermon, between his right of judging, and im. ſor 
poſition. ſo called. Sure, his reader muſt be very rev 

ood natur'd, if he take it for an acknowle gement, fol 
that I had no foundation for what I ſay of his prin. . 
ciple ; becauſe, I fay, he had not defin'd his terms; Pr. 
ſeeing, it's plain, that a man's meaning, may be ga- 
ther d by conſequence, and when the conſequences 
are good, there is a good foundation, for what is} 
ſaid of a mars principles. But Mr. S. will have his 
reader tit; more good natur d, even to take my 
conſequences, to be chimerical, without giving him 
one reaſon. why. Mr. S. when he tho't it for his T 


purpoſe, tells us that he had defin'd his right of pri- 
vate 1 and that impoſition, muſt be under. 
ſtood, as oppoſite to the other; that is, we muſt learn 
it's meaning, by conſequence. But pray! What fi, 
privilege has Mr. $'s conſequences, why they may v 
not be accounted chimerical, as well as mine. See- y« 
ing, I gathered the meaning of his right of private 
judgment, from it's oppoſition to impoſition, ſo call- 
ed; and he teaches, to gather the meaning of im- 
fition, from it's oppoſition to a right of private . 
judgment. I ſee no reaſon, why the one conſe- 
quence, may not be as ſolid, and as little chimeri- 7 
cal, as the other. FL 85 Jt 
But, tho' there had been no foundation, for charg- F 
ing him with this principle, in what he had pub- e 


PF 


lith'd: ; nothing but a humour to find fault, ox 
a | | ma 4 
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theSnake him complain of it; ſeeing, in the plaineſt 
butſterms, he pleads for it, in his Anſwer. us, in 
en-. chat he ſays, of the inſtance of the Bereans. To 
theſthe ſame purpoſe alſo, is what he ſays, of the nature 
for ſof examining by the Scripture, nay, he ſays p. 20. 
the“ why ſhould a real t be ----- examined, till it 
his“ appear to be fo, and not rejected, if it (rhe real 
this“ truth) ſhould appear to be falſe? : where it's plain, 
ons that if the reader, do not think, that rejecting the 
on. real ſenſe of Scripture, is not judging contrary to 
, ingScripture, he muſt own with me, that Mr. S. pleads 
im. for a right to judge contrary to Scripture, or divine 
erygrevelation. And pray! what elſe, does a right to 
follow an erring conſcience mean? : 
1 I come next, to conſider his defence, of the two 
Propoſit ions, which he gave us under his hand, as 
his fincere opinion, concerning a right of private 
Judgment. The 1. was that there is (it bord have 
is been was) in Mr. Pierce, as good a right, to de- 
his clare his Sentiments, of the Divinity of Chriſt, as 
my in any other, of what orthodox Character ſoe ver, 
nim ſuppoſing Chrift's divinity, a matter of debate. 
his The advantage (/ays he, p. 23.) © that Mr. F. makes 
pri- [of this propoſition, is, that I allow an equal right, 
ler- to declare either way, for or againſt the divinity 
arnJ* of Chriſt'. Sure I am, he muſt be more quick- 
hat Ifighted than I, that can ſee any thing elſe in it. For 
nay what is as good a right but an equal right? And 
ee - yet, he ſays, that if I © had uſed a candid fcrutiny, I 
ate might have ſeen, that he pleaded only, for a ge- 


all-M* neral liberty in people, to declare their ſentiments 
im- upon the truth, not entering into the controverſy, 
ate , whether they might declare them, againſt the 


truth. My notion of candor, in interpreting an 
eri. Author, is, that we take his words, in the beſt ſenſe 

they are capable of. But, I am yet to learn, that in 
irg. point of candor, one is oblig'd to take his expreſſi- 
ub- ons, in a ſenſe contrary to their plain meaning, and 
uld which they can no way bear, Now, Mr. S. (as 
ake E 2 | above) 
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above) will have it, that T ſhould have taken 


him, - as only pleading, for a general liberty, 
when his words are expreſs, for a liberty to Mr. 
Pierce, in particular. And likewiſe, that I ſhould 


have taken him, as pleading only for a liberty to 


declare their ſentiments, upon the truth, without 


entring into the. controverſy, whether they might 


declare them againſt the truth ; when yet, he is 
expreſs, for a right to Mr. Pierce, to declare his ſen- 
timents, which were againſt the Divinity of Chriſt: 
So that, he not only enter d upon the Controverſy, 
but alſo determin'd it, that a man has right, to de- 


clare againſt rhe truth, even that great truth. And 


(as if Mr. S. had forgot himſelf ). within a few lines 
after, he explains his ſenſe, to the ſame effect. For, 


he ſays, © Mr. Pierce, or any other man, has a right | 


to ſpeak his ſentiments, upon it ( 7he Divinity of 
* our bleffed Lord) and give his opinion, whether 


© the thing be true or falſe*'. Now what is 


this, but a right to declare againſt truth, even that 
great truth? no leſs than for it, according to what 
4 man's opinion is. Mr. S in what he faid, ſeems 
to have a fancy, that declaring ſentiments, upon the 


truth, even when theſe ſentiments, are, that the | 
truth is a falſhood ; is different, from a declaring |: 
ſentiments againſt the truth. Becauſe, he ſays, that 
when he aſſerted, that there was a right in Mr. 


Pierce, to declare his ſentiments of the divinity of | 


_ Chriſt, he meant only a liberty in people, to declare | 


their ſentiments upon the truth, without entering 


into the controverſy, whether they might declare | 


them e, the truth. But, I muſt own my ſelf, 
not to be ſuch an adept at diſtinguithing, as to ſee 


the difference, between a man's ſpeaking upon a 
truth, and declaring it to be falſe, (which was Mr. 
Pjerce's caſe ) and declaring ſentiments againſt the 
truth. And yet, his excuſe of his Propoſition, is, | 
none at all, if this diſt inction be not admitted. 
From all which it appears, that there was no ground, 

or 
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Fr his charging me, with © wreſting his words.“ 


ideed, any man that doubts of a truth, how impor- 
int ſoever, has liberty to propoſe his difficulties, in 
rder to be inſtructed ; but, this is manifeſtly diffe- 
nt, from a liberty or right, to declare, that in his 
pinion, the thing is falſe, which is what Mr. &. 


leads for, as appears from the laſt quoted expreſſi- 


n;; but ne. Y 100 85 „ 
Mr. S. next charges me, with a vilible deſign to 
ound his character, in quoting his fore going Pro- 
hoſition. But if Mr. & and my reader, can believe it, 
y only deſign, in quoting, both that and his other 


Propoſition, was againſt his principle, of a right of 


private judgment (not at all againſt his 3 
hat people, ſeeing it's nature, and tendency in theſe 


Propoſitions, might be the leſs ready to take up 


ith it; being the overthrow of all Church go- 
ernment, and order among us, and an inlet to the 
orſt of Hereſy's, ſuch as that of Pzerce's was. For, 
however covert & obſcure Mr. & was, in expreſſing. 
himſelf in his Sermon, yet there wanted not ſeve- 
rals, who took his Sermon to be againſt all uſe of 
Creeds ; and, who knew, that the men whom he 


was ſo ſharp upon, under the title of impoſers, were 
Jall ſuch, as were for the ule of Creeds, and for ex- 
ſcluding men out of the Church, merely on account 
ſof their principles, or opinions: 


I come next, to his defence, of his ſecond Propo- 


ſition, which was this, © Every man is oblig'd to 


purſue the immediate dictates of his Conſcience : 


© fo far as theſe dictates are erroneous, ſo far he is 


* culpable. * He thinks, it will admit of more de- 
bate than IJ am aware of, whether he has delerted the 


non; ſubſcribers, in the laſt clauſe of this Propoſition. 


But, becauſe this deſerves but little debate, it ſhall 
ſuffice, for ſupporting what I alledg'd, to quote a 


paſſage or two, out of the Biſhop of Bangor (whoſe 
d. judgment in this caſe, is inſtar omnium may ſerve 
for all) in his Anſ. to Committ, he has theſe words, 
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P. 95. A man muſt be intitled to heaven, by the&nc 
perfect ſincerity of his choice. Now, certainly Ihe 


that which is a man's fault, can't intitle him to hea. 
ven. Again, p. 93. A man's private judgment 
(s be) will juſtify him in the beſt choice he can 
make: which he ſuppoſes, may be an error. 
Now, certainly, he who owns the errors of men, to 
be their fault, can't be of the ſame mind with them, 
who hold they are juttify'd in them, by the ſince- Ex 
rity of their choice. But enough of this. However, 
Mr. & ſays, I can't think that any judicious non-| 
ſubſcribers, will deny that a man is reſponſible for 
© the erroneous dictates of his conſcience, where the 
© fault is his own, and did not originally proceed, 
from a defe& in his natural powers. But how his 
© awn fault * This I ſuppoſe, muſt be as the Armi- 
nians ſpeak, apud yedel : Apol. c. 25. fol. 289. 
©. he has not us'd all poſſible diligence, and pru- 
© dence *. But this is as uncertain as any thing elſe, . 
when a man's diligence, is all that's poſſible; they 
are therefore forc'd to explain it, by a man's think. 
ing that he forms his judgment, according to Scrip-| 
ture, and by, profeſſing what his conſcience dictates ; fc 
in which caſe Arminians hold, that a man's errors, 
are puri puts errores, mere miſtakes, and therefore, 
infer no guilt. So that, unleſs Mr. S. would be un- 
derſtood, of errors held contrary to conſcience, it 
will neceſſarily follow, that Mr. S. in this Propoſiti- 
on, has deſerted all non-ſubſcribers. But he explains 
bimſelf, p. 26 thus, © Tho' a man be blam'd for 
thinking wrong, yet he is always oblig'd to fol- 
low his thoughts; where it's plain, he allows 
all the erroneous dictates of conſcience, to be wrong, 
and culpable, tho* he does not own the like, of pur- 
ſuing of them. A tenet, as abſurd, as it is different | 
from the non-fubſcribing principle. And ſure, theſe: 
non ſubſcribers are much more conſiſtent with them- gi 
| ſelves, in holding the innocency of error, than Mr. 
S. is, in granting that erroneous dictates of conſci- 
| | ence, 


u 


theſence, are ſo far ſins, and Holdin 
| here is no fin, but a duty in fol! 
nuſt be entirely new. Further, 
zrroneous-perſons, to follow their erroneous judg- 

ents, can no more intitle them, to Church com- 
anion, than if they had no ſuch right at all ; be- 
auſe, it ſeems, ſo far as they are 
hey are culpable, their right does not in the leaft, 
extenuate the guilt of the blaſph 
$f erroneous perſons ; ſuch as Arians, Socinians &c. 
Other non. ſubſcribers, pleaded the 
Foneous perſons, from their r 
Judgments, and thence infer” 
qwrong'd, if excluded from the 
leaves them, under the whole load of 
heir groſs errors ; which intirely defeats the deſign 


of this new right, and makes it as uſeleſs, as it is 
Impious. For to talk of men 


in their duty, to follow or adh 
plaſphemous to be tho't, is too inconſiſtent. 


owever, Mr. & 2 to 
man is oblig'd, to fo 


nly, 


hea- 
jent 
can 
"ror. 
„ £9 
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g that nevertheleſs, 
owing them. This 


thus the right of 


erroneous, fo far 
emous ſentiments, 


innocency of er- 


ight to follow their 
d, that they muſt be 
Church : but Mr. $ 


the guilt of 


's being innocent, or 
ere to, tho'ts that are 


prove, that every 


low the dictates of his conſci- 
ſence, notwithſtanding, that theſe dictates, may be 


lometimes erroneous. For (ſays be) © if it be a fin, 


not to follow theſe dictates, 
plain, that we are oblig'd to 
prove, that it's a fin, not to follow them; he quotes 


the conſequence is 
follow them. To 


Dr. Ames. I intirely agree with the Dr. in what he 


d him fully, upon this head. 


f the Dr's judgment, upon the 
- Feonſcience, is a greater wrong to him, than if he ha 
gonly quoted him in Engliſh, referring the learned 
peader, to the page in his book. 
ive the Engliſh reader, the other 


18 


Reſolution, of the caſe of an errin 
ferring the learned reader to his book, Lib. 2. De 


Ihas quoted from him: But then, the Dr. is far from 
allowing his conſequence; nay he expreſſly declares 


he contrary, as would have appear'd, had he quot- 


he lame quotation 
caſe of an erring 


I ſhall therefore, 


part of Dr. Ames's 
g Conſcience, re- 


conſci. 


not oblige, © 1. becauſe, there can be no obligat. 
© on, to do an unlawful thing. 2. becauſe, conſci 


to the Dr's reaſoning, he might have ſeen this ar: 


| becauſe in ſuch caſe, the real authority of Conſci- 
ence, is intentionally contemn'd : whereas, to make 
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conſci. p. ro, © © Conſcience: thro? miſtake, judgin *; 


that to be lawful, which is unlawful ---- binds infhea 


* deed (Ligat) but does not oblige (non. obligat). 
Then p. 11. he proves, that ſuch a conſtience doe 


ence obliges not, but by vertue of ſome divingwr 
command, but ſuch a conſcience, can rely on nol; 
command, becauſe the law of God, can by n 
© means determine, or oblige any one to fin &c.| 
Could Mr. S. have refuted the Dr's arguments, it! 
had been more ſatisfying, than only to alledge, that 
(if the Dr. ſay any thing, otherwiſe than he would 
have him) he is inconſiſtent with himſelf. Butſanc 
now, as to Mr. $'s argument aforeſaid, which he 
alſo ex preſſes, thus, © where the neglect of a thins 
* becomes ſinful, we need no other proof, that w 
* are oblig'd to do it.“ But if Mr: S. had attended 


c 
c 
« 


gument of his, effectually refuted. © For he thews; pre 


that a mere ſuppoſal, that conſcience acts by authoꝗ be: 


rity, is ſufficient to make it a ſin, not to follow itiſit 


it a duty; to follow conſcience ; it's neceſſary, that 
it dictate by a real authority; becauſe an obligation 
ſuppoſes a lawful authority enjoyning. So that, un 
leſs it be prov'd, that the erring conſcience, has 
really authority from God, obliging to follow it's 
dictates, (which the Dr's arguments aforeſaid proves 
to be abſurd) it will not follow, from it's being a 
ſin, not to follow an erring conſcience, that there: 
fore, it's a duty to follow it; the ground not being 
the ſame, in both caſes; as I have ſhown, an inten- 
tional contempt of authority, being ſufficient, to 
make it fin not to follow -an erring conſcience ; 
whereas a real authority in an erring conſcience, 
(which is abſurd) is neceflary, to make it duty, to 


-- The 


follow it. 
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The reader may ſee by this time, with how little 
reaſon, Mr. & ſuppoſes, p. 26. that he has clear'd 


at). F his to Propoſitions, and that I have loſt the ad- 
doeF vantages, 1 propos d, ſeeing, what I propos d, 
gat iwas only to let the reader, ſee Mr. $*s opinion, of a 
nlci right of private judgment ( thinking it abſurd, to 
Vingwrite controverſy, and to keep people in the dark, 


about the matter in debate) and this, I think, his 
nq;Propoſit ions, do now, as well if not better, than be- 
&c. fore. As ſor what he ſays, of my forgetting the 
„ ii Rules of civility, and breaking the laws of friend- 
thatſhip, in bewraying ſecrets; if he had told me, that 
uldftheſe were Propoſitions, he did not care to own, 
But and that they were to be kept ſecret, there had been 
| heflfome colour for the charge. But as there were no 
nin ggſuch intimations, I can fee no blame, in what I did. 
WeEBut he adds, in which he is the leſs excuſeable, 
ded becauſe what I ſaid, was only in anſwer, to his re- 
ar peated queſtion. * I aſſure the reader, that I had 
-WSEpropos'd no queſtion, that day ( tho” I had the day 
thoJbefore) about his opinion of eee judgment. And 
It hit was, upon Mr. Bafert's ſetting down ( as a re- 
ſciſſmarkable inconſiſtency ) my principle, that tho? 
akeſſe believers had infallible knowledge of fundamen- 
hatſſtals, they themſelves were but fallible. * I fay it 
1onflwas at this time, (how it came I know not) that 
un Mr. S. drop'd that Propoſition, about Mr, Prerce's 
hag right, which I thought fit, (when we were writing 
it down one another's fentiments) to ſet down, as no 
veslefs remarkable than my own. But ſays he, © I 
g ſhould never have committed my tho'ts to writing, 
re had he not firſt, very officiouſly done it, in terms 


nzWleſs pleaſing to me than my own.* I know not, 


en why a man ſhould ſcruple ſetting down his judg- 

to ment, unleſs it were ſuch, as could not bear the 
e light. As for my (as he calls them) unpleaſin 
ce. i terms, they were ſuch, as Mr. S. ſaid, (after he ha 

written he is now publiſhed) were to the ſame 

ſenſe, with what he had written ; only, 1 

a 4 people 


. 
0 


An 
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and Enthuſiaſts. But then, if any thing that appears 


that one can't be though 
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people, might take advantage, of the firſt manner offer 


expreſſing it. Which I the rather mention, becauſeſure 
this ſuppos d, that other people were not forbid, the hal 
{ight of the Propoſition, as it was then altered. BurfHer 


I am ſorry, to take up ſo much of my reader's time, ure 


with what does not concern the Controverſy it ſelf. Her 


He goes on, leſt ( ſays he) the reader ſhould--.Fhu: 
think my arguments inconcluſive, and impertinent: pf 
© he muſt be reminded, that the right of private ſupo 
judgment, which I claim, --- is not --- a right ofſ$o j 


6 : - . ls +: oa 0 5 
_ * judging, ( without diſtinguiſhing, the apparentſh r. 
© ſenſe, from the real) contrary to Scripture.” Here, pon 


we have a judging, according to the apparent ſenſe, pris 
infinuated tO be, a not judging contrary to Scrip- ö ha 


ture, even when the apparent ſenſe, is diſtinct, from wh 
the real. And thus, he makes the apparent ſenſe, pat 


to be the true ſenſe, even when it's diſtinct, from ha 
the real ſenſe of Scripture, Thus he fays. p. 28. ppi 


Should I for once, ſuppoſe, that we have not ſuch Fur 


© a right, of judging, as to reject the true ſenſe, (by be 


© which I now mean, the real ſenſe ) of Scripture. ” the 


Where, he plainly - intimates, that elſewhere, he Hr 


| takes, a ſenſe diſtin& from the real ſenſe, to be the | of 


true ſenſe of Scripture, namely, what is only an ap- ah 
parent ſenſe ;' as may be ſeen, by comparing the 
preceeding quotation, But thus, the Scripture pf 
ſhall have two true ſenſes, either of which, if weſÞn 
Judge by, we ſhall not judge contrary to Scripture, Es, 
yet Mr. S. . 36. ſays, the words of Scripture a 
—— have ( with regard to the literal ſenſe you 
© only fix'd, and determinate meaning. Theſe are! 
ſtrange inconſiftencies, unleſs he admit other ſenſes, 
beſides the literal ſenſe (that is the mind of God 
contrary, to what Proteſtants hold, againſt Papiſts 


E 
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to be the ſenſe of hom 4 rp] be the true ſenſe, ſo 

ught, to judge contrary to Scrip- 
ture, that judges according to that apparent ſenſe: 
we ſhall have, as many true ſenſes 0 as gy tr 
TSS a 3 the! 


bun 
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er offhere are different opinions of the ſenſe of Scrip- 
auſeFure. And thus Arians, Socinians, Arminians, &c. 
,thefſhall not judge contrary to Scripture ; becauſe their 
ereſies, are to them, the. apparent ſenſe of Scri 
ure, which in other words, is to aſſert, that their 
ereſies are not errors, but Scripture truths. And 
.Fhus Scripture truths, ſhall be oppoſite to the mind 
pf God in Scripture. Such abſurdities Mr. S. runs 
upon, to avoid the abſurdity, of pleading for a right, 
o judge contrary to Scripture, while he maintains 
+ right, in every man, to follow even his erring 
onſcience. What ſhall we ſay then to this right of 
private judgment? It muſt be, it ſelf, an abſurdity, 
That neceſſarily leads into ſuch abſurdities. For 
what Mr. S. here ſays, muſt be the meaning, of the 
patrons of this right; for their uſual expreſſion is, 
hat every man is Orthodox to himſelf, that is, his 
pinion, be what it will, is the true ſenſe of Scrip- 
ure to him, making what appears to every man, to 
pe his rule, and fo, making void the authority, of 
he real mind of God in Scripture, as a rule of faith. 
he And, they who make ſimple appearances, the rule 
the of their judgments, in divine things, they make ſuch 
ap- appearances, their Bible, in making them the rule 
the of divine truth. He that attains to the knowledge 
are of divine truth, has attain'd to the real mind of God 
wein Scripture, and it appears to him to be ſo; where- 
re. As, non-ſubſcribers would have us think, that we 
ure Have attain'd to truth, when we only apprehend 
ne (we have it: dividing the appearance, from the re- 
are ality, to the deſtruction of truth. For all ſorts of 
es, truth, conſiſts in it's conformity, to it's proper rule; 
end therefore, Scripture truth, confiſts in conformi- 
ſts ty to the real mind of God in Scripture, and nothing 
ars can be a divine truth, to me or any other man, but 
ſo What is conform to that, it being the only rule of 
ip-ſaith. A man may ſpeak the truth, that declares 
2: himſelf to be an Arian, Socinian, Arminian, and the 
as like. Becauſe, he "un what he really erf 
| 2 and,; 
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and, if they mean, that ſuch a man is Orthodox t ax 
himſelf, becauſe he ſpeaks according to his reaſpict 
thoughts, I ſhall not contend. But, ſuch a  manÞpuil 
ean't be Orthodox, that is hold Scripture truthSnal 
either to himſelf, or others; becauſe his opinion, ihnd 
contrary to the only rule of all divine truth, that iGo! 
the Scripture. For nothing can be divine truthſof t 
but what is agreeable, to the only rule of divingGo 
truth, even the Scripture, For, as I ſaid, all truthÞik 
conſiſts in the conformity of it, to its proper rule ple 
and this may ſerve, in anſwer to Pilate's queſtionfwt 
qvhat 85 truth? which Mr. S. would have anſwered Cc 
by ſubſcribers, p. 3. May the reſolution of thigtof 
ſhort queſtion, quench the fire, that has inflam'dof 
the Churches, which is, what Mr.S. promiſes from itſ pl: 
As to what he fays, of the nature of examinationfito 
by Scripture, and of the inſtance of the Bereans. pBare 
27. I have ſufficiently anſwered it, above. I ſhallof 
only remark, an expreſſion or two; which, as them 
may be their own antidotes, ſo they ſerve, to ſet th tic 
right of private judgment he pleads for, in a true in 
light. © Will it follow (/s he) that if the Apoſtle p1 
doctrine, had appear d repugnant to Scripture|| if 
© they (vibe Bereans ) had no right to reject it, be tl 
© cauſe it was true in it ſelf--- they had, certainly, a H 
much right to reject it, upon its appearing to bl e: 
* falſe, as they had to examine it, before it appear'd toſf| d 
be true» Again, Mr. F. is unwilling, ( /ays he) tol K 
allow a liberty of indifferency, to embrace or reject, * 
the true ſenſe of Scripture. But if men have not 
© ſucha right, where the true ſenſe of Scripture is} * 
© undetermin'd, they have no right or liberty rol © 
F Judge, at all. Behold good reader what a right 
of private judgment it is, that we are blam'd for de- 1 
nying ! theſe are, certainly, expreſſions horrible cot « 
be read, or ſpoken, For if a right to reject theft. 
Apoſtle's doctrine, a right to reje& the true ſenſe 
of Scripture, be not a right to give the lie, to the 
God of truth, I know not what is. But ( ſays be 
= | 
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ox tit appears falſe to us. This, indeed, makes contra- 
s reaſlicting, and blaſpheming Goſpel doctrines, leſs 
manÞuilty, than if 'it were againſt light, and of mere 
TuthSnalice : but can't alter the nature of the thing, 
on, ind make it ceaſe to be a blaſphemous, giving of 
hat i Pod the lie, in rejecting his teſtimony. This, I ſay - 
ruthfof thoſe, who deny any of the great doctrines of the 
ivingGoſpel, ſuch as the Divinity of our Saviour, and the 
ruth like. But I ſuppoſe Mr. &. is not aware, that to 
rule Jplead for a right to ſuch an unbeliever, to reject, 
tionfwhat the pleader owns to be the true teſtimony of 
ered Cod in Scripture, will not admit of the extenuation, 
 thigjof not pleading againſt knowledge ; whatever it may, 
am' of act pleading of mere malice. Seeing, they who 
m itf plead for a right to any, to rejet what they own 
tion to be the true teſtimony of God, know that they 
S. pare pleading, for a right to reject a true teſtimony 
ſhalof God. I declare, I ſay not this, to faſten guilt on 
theyſtmy Reverend brother, but only, to ſet the abomina- 
t theſtion, of the principle he unhappily has taken up, 
trueſ in a true light: that he and his adherents, may be 
tle prevailed on, to forego, and relinquiſh it. Again, 
ure if by undetermin'd in the foregoing paſſage, he means 
be· that the true ſenſe is uncertain becauſe debated by 
„ aj Hereticks. I muſt ſay, that its a miſtake, that ( for 
) beſ example ) rhe doctrine of Chriſt's divinity, is an un- 
d to determin'd ſenſe of Scripture ; becauſe, debated by 
to Arians ; or, that the Incarnation of the Eternal Word, 
ect. his proper & perfect Satisfattion, and Fuſtification by 
not his Righteouſneſs alone through faith, and the like,are 
2 js undetermin'd oruncertain ſenſes of Scripture,becauſe 
to Socinians and their ſpawn controvert them. We 
ght ſhould be in a poor caſe indeed, if the fundamen- 
de- tals of our holy Religion, were fo at the mercy of 
roſy} every Heretick, that they might be reduc'd, to the 
the rank of matters of doubtful diſputation, by the fee- 
nfs} ble oppoſition, of ſuch enemies of Chriſtianity. Nay, 
the ſuch doctrines remain determined and fix d, as a 
) brazen wall, notwithſtanding all their N 4 
it | | orts, 
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forts, to unſettle them; and to ſay, they do not, is 
to profeſs the Scepticiſm in reveal'd Religion, | 
which Mr. & ſeemed, to offer to clear himſelf 


of. } 


He ſays, p. 28. : Should I ſuppoſe for once, that 


Ve have not ſuch a right ------ to reje& the true 
(by which I now mean, the real) ſenſe of Scrip- 
ture; yet I ſee no advantage from ſuch a conceſſion; 


in favour of impoſing power; becauſe, no Synod | 
can prove, that we have not a right to reject their 
ſenſe of Scripture, till they have fairly proved | 
their ſenſe to be true. But, does not this plainly |! 
ſay, that in Mr.S's opinion, no Synod can prove their | 


ſenſe of Scripture to be true ? For, how elſe can 


he ſay, that ſuppoſing for once, that we have not 


ſuch a right to reject the true ſenſe of Scripture; I 
ſee no advantage ſrom ſuch a conceſſion, in favour 


of impoſing power: ſeeing, it will neceſſarily fol- Þ 
low from ſuch a conceſſion, that a Synod that can | 
prove their doctrines, or ſenſe of Scripture to be 


true, (ſeeing he does not diſpute their authority 
here, if they can prove their ſenſe to be true) may 
impoſe their ſenſe, as he calls it. For, if none have 
right to reject the true ſenſe, the Synod may require 


aſſent to the true ſenſe, without incroaching on any 
one's right. Therefore, it will follow, that if this | 


conceſſion, is of no advantage, to what he calls im- 
poling powers, it mutt be, becauſe no Synod can 


prove its doctrines, to be the true ſenſe of Scrip- 
ture. And what elſe can we call, this, but a plain | 
profeſſion of Scepticiſm, in Reveal'd religion. For | 
ſure, if no Synod can ſhew infallible grounds of 


their doctrines, from Scripture; it is becauſe, they 
know none, and therefore, all Synods, thus, muſt be 

in the dark about all their doctrines, and deciſions; 
and therefore all Scepticks. Who then can be o- 
therwiſe 2 Thus Mr. S. ſpeaks of the Reformers 


themſelves, p. 45. if I underſtand him. For, I hav- 7 
ing ſaid, that the Reformation never ſtood upon fo | 
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otten a foundation, as a right to judge indifferent- 
y, for or againſt the true ſenſe of Scripture ; he ſays, 
if he intends ( by the true ſenſe of Scripture ) any 
other ſenſe, than what the Reformers determin d 
to be true, tis more than he or they can prove, 
that they did not judge contrary to it. For, they 
certainly proceeded, upon what they judg'd to be 


true, and upon nothing elſe. From what has 
been formerly obſerved, it's ſufficiently plain, that 
Jhe defies the Reformers to prove, that their ſenſe 
was the real ſenſe of Scripture: becauſe they pro- 
ſceeded, merely upon what appear'd to them, which 
he ſuppoſes, might for any thing they knew, be 
different from the real ſenſe of Scripture. But thus, 


Mr. S's inſinuating, that it's but two or three arti- 
cles of the Weſtminſter Confeſſion, that he ſcru- 


J ples, p. 50. can give no ſatisfaction, as to his ortho- 
 Fdoxy. For, if no Synod, can prove their doctrines, 

to be the true ſenſe of Scripture; then, all the deci- 

ſions of the Weſtminſter Aſſembly, are but improv- 


ed aflertions, undetermin'd points, and ſtill mat- 
ters of doubtful diſputation, in his opinion. 
Next, he goes about to ſhew, that the right of 


q judging he pleads for, is conſiſtent, with the Scrip- 
7 tures being the only rule of faith. All that I plead 
7 ©(/ays he) is, for a right to uſe the Scripture, as a 


© teſt of humane doctrines, and if this be not mak- 


ing the Scripture a rule, let Mr. F. tell us what is.” 
I anſwer; 


If we embrace an opinion, contrary to 
the real mind of God in Scripture, while we examine 


doctrines by Scripture (that is, while we try, what 
we can find, to be the ſenſe of Scripture, on theſe 
heads). we only profeſs, to make the Scripture our 


rule; or at beſt, think we make it our rule, but in 


reality, do not make it our rule. For certainly, it's 


2 contradiction to ſay, that any thing is a rule, to 
what does not agree with it. It an Artificer, ſhould 


make a piece of work crooked ; and yet, pretend 


he made it by a ſtraight line, as his rule, he would 
Tn | | ſooner 
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ſooner move people to laugh, than perſwade them: 


that he wrought by a ſtraight rule. So that, after 
all, Mr. & muſt either quit claim to the rinciple, 
that he Hripture is the only, adequate Rule of faith 
and practice; or elſe, renounce his right, to embrace 


the apparent ſenſe of Scripture, which yet, is con- 


trary to the real ſenſe. Seeing, a judgment form'd, 


according to ſuch an apparent ſenſe, has only an i- 

maginary Scripture, rather than the real word off 
God for it's rule. And, indeed, the very notion of! 
an erroneous judgment, is, that it's not according 


to rule. 


Mr. &. ſubjoins an admirable defence, of his ſay- 


ing, that my text 1 Joh. 2. 20. would have been 


a good foundation, for his principle, of a right offi 


private judgment, if he had preach'd upon the con- 


troverſy, ex proſeſſo; it is this: © that he ſpoke up- 
© on the ſuppoſition, that my reaſoning from it was 
good. A ſtrange way of chuſing a text, to preach | 
upon a controverſy ex profeſſo, viz. to proceed up- 
on a ſuppoſition, that the reaſoning, which we be- 


lieve is falſly deduc'd from it, is nevertheleſs true. 
But, what does he ſay, my reaſoning upon it was ? 
Why, that all Chriſtians, were by vertue of the 
holy unction infallible, and that infallibility, might 


© infer a power of impoſition.” I firſt obſerve here, 


that he refers me to the 9. page of his Sermon, to 
ſhew that he took this to be my doctrine, which 
confirms my being in the right, as to the ſenſe, l 
put upon two expreſſions in that page. 1. in ſhew- 
ing, that he condemn'd the kind of knowlege (in 
that 81 which J infer'd from the holy unction, 
by ridiculouſly expoſing it, as an inference, of the in- 
fallibility of every believer. 2. It's a confirmation, 
of what I alledg'd from theſe expreſſions, that he 
would have me, to make every believer infallible, 
or certain of every thing: becauſe, or if, certain in 
fundamentals. Both which particulars, he denies, 
as we have before ſeen. But now, as to the alle- 
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gation it ſelf, quoted but now; Mr. S himſelf, will 


help me out. For in his Preface to his Sermon, he 
gives this account of the matter; infering (ſays 
he) from thence (the unction of the holy One) an 


© infallible knowlege, of what are really fundamen- 


* tals, and eſſentials of Chriſtianity. * Now is this, 


that all Chriſtians are by vertue of the holy unttion 


infalliblè as is now alledg'd ? Sure not, unleſs Mr. . 


I will own, what before he deny'd, viz. that he ar- 
gu'd, if believers be held certain in fundamentals, 
they muſt be held certain in every thing. Again 


p- 16. of his Anſwer, he owns, that he proſeſs' d 


agreement with me, in the doctrinal part of my 


* Sermon, ---- viz. that he tho't all Chriſtians were 


E*< acquainted with real fundamentals.“ So that, as 


to the firſt part of his charge, viz. that I reaſond 
for the infallibility of all Chriſtiaus, by vertue of the 


holy unftion, Mr. S. himſelf has clear'd me from it, 


owning his agreement with me, in what I infer'd of 


all Chriſtians, from the unction, and that it was on- 
ly infallible knowlege, of real fundamentals. But 


then, as to the ſecond part of the charge, if I hold 
no infallibility of believers in the doctrinal part, 
how came I, to draw a power of impoſing, from in- 
fallibility, in my inferences? Upon the whole, Mr. S. 


is very inconſiſtent with himſelf, while he goes a- 


bout to expoſe my principles. But then, what uſe 


would he have made of my principles, as he repre- 


ſents them? Why: © the conſequence (ſays he) was 
natural, that Chriſtians (of whom only, I was then 
* ſpeaking) had a power of impoſition, and of courſe 
da right of judgment. But ſure, this could have 
been nothing to his purpoſe, -preaching ex proſeſſo 
on our controverſy. Seeing, the - queſtion is not, 
whether- true Chriſtians, (of whom only, the text 
ſpeaketh, and who have the unction of the holy 
One) have a right of judging, and alſo of following 


their judgment, as ſuch; But, whether all that pro- 
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ſeſs to adhere to the Bible, have right to follow, e- h 
ven their erroneous conſciences. <4 47" Wh 
He takes notice p. 29- that I ſay, it's oppoſite to vo 
my conſtantly avowed principles, to be for implicit prit 
ith, or believing as the Church believes. But he que 

alledges, that this is. ſaid, with more aſſurance, þ 
© than truth; ſeeing according fo my principles, we F{fy,. 
£ muſt either go out of the Church, or believe as ſhe ft cc 
believes. F is is a playing upon words, not ve- 41 
ry ſuitable to the importance of this controverſy. |< -- 
1 a Mr. S. might ſee, that I us'd the terms, tt 
implicit faith and believeng. as the Church believes as * ci 
ſynonimous expreſſions; ſo that, it will not follow, | of 
R tO Our rinciples, We. are for believ- me 
ing as: the Church believes, in the 2 ſenſe ; NW 
becauſe, none may be entertained. in the Church, Ncot 
that does not agree with her, in the common faith: Noi 
ſeeing ſhe allows not, of m_— up with any doct- Wing 
rine, upon implicit faith, or the {ole authority of the Þ me 
RES ag requires, that all our faith, be ulti-Þ If 
— reſolv'd into the authority of God, in his (if 
I had argued, againſt his right of private judg- At 
ment, from Nn Atheiſts in their Atheiſm, ] fo] 
no leſs than Arians in their Arianiſm, and gave this nc 
plain reaſon, that the one might plead the light of rig 
their conſcience, and reaſon, as well as the other. co 
Where. it's obſerveable, that I ſuppoſe, that both A 
their conſciences being erroneous, the one had as be 
20d foundation, from Mr. S's principles, to plead g 
To light of his erroneous conſcience, as the other of 
had, to plead the light of his erroneous conſcience. Þ fo 
So that, Mr. S miſtakes me, when he inſinuates, Þ pr 
that I am againſt pleading the light of conſcience, 
how well-inform'd ſoever ; and that therefore, my 
argument: ſtrikes equally, againſt all right of private 
judgment. Again, he ſuppoſes, that I number non- 
lubſcribers, with, or ſuppoſe them, to favour them, 
Who deny the very being, and exiſtence of God: iſ 
Z When 


denying the ſufficiency Bi Scripture, and by mini- 
| : 7-4 
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when yet, my words plainly ſhew, that its their 


right of private judgment, that I charge with fa- 
ouring Atheiſts; arguing for the falſeneſs of the 
principle, from the * of the native confe- 
uences of it. And if Mr. S. had refle&ed on my 
oſtſcr. p. 36. I lay it down, as a rule in controver- 
ſy, that if * a writer of controverſy ---- draw any 
* conſequences, from his adverſaries principles, that 


are too abſurd for him to own, he ought to do it 
„. not to burden his adverſary with them, but 
the better to demonſtrate, the falſeneſs of his prin- 


© ciples ;? fo that my argument, implies no charge 
of Atheiſm, nor yet Deiſm upon Mr. S. my argu- 
ment being levelPd againft principles, not perſons, 
who, I did not at all ſuppoſe, would own ſuch a 
conſequence of their principles, however native the 
confequence be. So that, Mr. S. inſtead of anſwer- 


ing my argument, againſt his principle; runs _— 
O it. 


mere miſtakes, of the true and plain deſign 


If he had ſaid, any thing to the purpoſe, he ſhould 
(if he could) have ſhown, that there is ſuch a dif- 


ference, between the erroneous conſcience of an 


Atheiſt, and Arjan, that tho' the one has a right, to 
follow his erroneous conſcience, yet the other has 
not; or he ſhould have ſhown, that tho? it's the 
right and duty, of every man to follow his erroneous 
conſcience, yet it's not the right, and duty of the 
Atheiſt, to follow his erroneous conlcience, but this 


| being too difficult, he choſe rather, to ftart a new 


game, and introduce a charge, which I had no tho'c 
of, thereby diverting the readers mind, from the 
force of my argument, whence the abſurdity of his 
principle, would have appear'd. I ſhall not ſay, 
whether the giving of my argument ſuch a turn, 


| might not alſo, have ſomething, of the nature of a 


Bear's skin in it. . 
He alledges p. 30. that infidelity may well grow, 
when our principles prevail, which he expreſſes, by 


ſters 
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ſters affedtim prebeminence. Not to ſay any thing; 
to his gloſſes, having clear'd our principles of them 
elſewhere. The impartial, intelligent reader, will 
eaſily diſcern, whether a making. aflent, to certain 


true Chriſtian principles, a neceſſary term of Church 


communion, on the one hand; or- an admitting all 
ſorts of Hereticks, upon their profeſſion only, that 
they make the Scripture their rule ; on the other 
hand; be the likelieſt way, to promote infidelity. 


Seeing, the making of true Chriſtianity, to admit, 


of ſuch-an hotch-potch of monſtruous hereſies, is a 
creating of a great prejudice, againſt Chriſtianity it 
ſelf, in the minds of all, who can believe, that the 


patrons of ſuch abſurdities, may be as good Chriſtians| 


as others. Be ſides, that the profeſs'd uncertainty, 
or at leaſt moral certainty only, (Which may pol. 
ſibly be a miſtake ) of all principles, of reveal'd 
Religion; together with, a making it indifferent, 
what ,opinions in Religion, a man hold, provided 


he be moral in his life; is the direct way to De- 
im, that is, a rejecting of all reveal'd Religion. 


Next, he comes, p. 31- to the head of impoſit ion, 
and impoling power, and wonders that I maintain 
impoſition, and quarrels at the name. And he ſets 
himſelf, to ſhow, that we are indeed for impoſition, 
for ( ſays he) a doctrine, is never more properly 


impos'd, than when we profeſs our aſſent, from} 


the influence of a penalty, and not from the evi. 
* dence of the thing, --- if this be not impolition, [ 
don't ſee, upon what foundation, we charge it up. 
on Papiſts; ſince they, and Subſcribers agree, in 
£ compelling aſſent, by penalty, and only differ in 
© the nature, and degree. Mr S. might have ſeen 
himſelf fully anſwered, as to this, in the very pallage, 
he now pretends to refute ; for Poſtſcript p. 62. 
have theſe words, © Nay, I may allure him, that 
© ſubſcribing Synods, and Churches, would not re- 


s ceive, as a term of Chriſtian or Miniſterial com 


© munion, a profeſs d aſſent to their Creeds, which 
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that upon a ſincere examination of the doctrines, 


* by Scripture, * Is this compelling of our aſſent, 
with Papiſts ? Is there any compariſon, between 
leaving it free, to a man, to join or not to join with 
a Society, as he finds he can agree, or not agree to 
their terms; and Papiſts forcing people, whether 
they can agree to them, or not, to profeſs their 
doctrines, under the penalty of fire and faggot ? If 


any profeſs aſſent to our Creeds, from the influence 


of a penalty, and not from the evidence of the 
thing ; it's more than we either know, or allow ; 
and then, the force is from within, from covetoul- 
neſs, ambition or ſome ſuch tyrannical luſt : not 
from Without, from the Church which leaves every 
man to his liberty. 1 | 
Next, Mr. S. p. 31. declares himſelf ſurpriz d, that 

{ ſay, I only prov'd, that faithful Miniſters, are ca- 
pable of an authority, to determine articles of faith. 
But ſure, nothing was more to my purpoſe ; ſeeing, 
the fallibility of Miniſters, was perpetually urg'd, as 
that, Which cut off ail pretences, to authority in 
them. He acknowledges, that I told him this, im- 
mediately after his Sermon was preach'd ; and yet, 
this was no ſufficient reaſon, to correct his Sermon 
before he printed it, though it imply'd the contrary. 
Nay, p. 32. he thought © ſuch a correction, incon- 
* fiſtent with the fidelity, with which ſuch a Sermon 
* ought to be publiſhed ; ' as if a ſcrupulous exact- 
neſs, in the publication, were to be put in the bal- 
lance, with publiſhing known miſtakes, to the ma- 
nifeſt wrong, of the cauſe I pleaded. He might, alſo, 

have acknowledged the correction, in the Preface. 

But he alledges for excuſe, that I ſhould have told 

him, before his Sermon was preach'd, and when 

mine was cenſured, which he dares ſay, would 

have heal'd the differences, that aroſe about it, 

though the bare capacity, would have admitted of 

* diſpute, * Whether this would have heal'd our 
SOD differences 
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differences or not, I am not to blame, I think, fot 
not telling this, before the Presbytry, having told it 
in publick, and having been ask'd no queſtions a. 
bout that, in the Presbytry, and it not entering into 
my mind, that what I had preach'd, could be fo ſoon} 
forgotten. But though I ſhould have told it, when 
my Sermon was cenſured; was my neglect, a ſuffici- 
ent reaſon, why he ſhould have publith'd ſuch ak 
miſtake, after he had been told it? But the miſery 
was, there were ſeveral other miſtakes, of the prin-| 
ciples of ſubſcribers, told him, which if he had cor. 
rected, would have demoliſhed his Sermon, and 
prevented its publication altogether. | 
I have formerly anſwered, what he ſays againſt 
my explication of minifterial authority, and ſhall not 
repeat. Only, I having been ſpeaking of the obli. 
gation upon people, to receive the doctrines off 
Chriſt's miniſters, determining according to Scrip- 
ture: he ſays, p. 34. One that is ignorant of the 
© eryptick ſtyle, which they affect, would think, 
© that Mr. F. intends in theſe expreſſions, to ground 
* obedience to the decrees of a Synod, on the agree- 
ment they are acknowleged to have, with the 
* Scripture. * I can ſee no reaſon, why Mr. S. ſhould 
aſcribe a cryptick ſtyle to me, in this place, but on- 
ly, to be even with me, for calling the non ſubſcri- 
bing ſtyle ſo. My reaſon for which was, that they 
oft make uſe of terms, in an unuſual and corrupt 
ſenfe, which are ſound in the common and obvious 
ſenſe of the words. This might be demonſtrated, Ir. 
in ſeveral inftances : Thus, they uſe the terms 14247 
of private judgment, examine doftrines by Scripture, 
true ſenſe of Scripture, and the like. Such cleanly 
_ phraſes, impoſe upon people; and make them think, 
that non-ſubſcribers mean nothing, but what is the 
common and obvious ſenſe of theſe expreſſions. 
Whereas, my reader can't but know, by this time, 
that Mr. S. takes them in an uncouth and corrupt 
ſenſe, But how does he prove, that my ſtyle is Wo 
| | cryptick? 


22 AO © 
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yptick ? © One would think (He ſays) that he in- 

tended, to ground obedience. to the decrees of a 
Synod, on the agreement they are acknowleg'd 
to have, with the Scriptures : * acknowleg'd ! 


then it ſeems, the decrees of a Synod have authority, 


nly, if the people pleaſe ; however conſonant they 
e,in themſelves, to the Scripture. This, it ſeems, 
s Mr. S's notion of the authority of a Synod, But, 
o put ſuch a ſenſe upon my words, would be to 


in- Inake my ſtyle cryptick with a witneſs ; ſeeing, the 


plain meaning of them is, that the ground of the 


people's obedience, is the agreement of the decrees, 


vith the Scripture, wherher they will hear or for- 


Hear. Otherwiſe Hereticks, might make void the 


veſt decrees, by not acknowledging their agreement 
ith the Scripture, however undeniable that were. 
and indeed, it's in effect, a denial of any authority, 


Jo make it depend intirely, on the good lik- 


ng of others. Mr. S adds, So that Mr. F. muſt 
be underſtood here, as pleading for obedience, to 
all. that a Synod ſhall think, or ſay, is agreeable 
to Scripture. * But why ſo ? Sure, my words are, 
that Church Rulers ---- are authoriz'd, to ſhew ac- 
* cording to Scripture, what his 1 are to be- 
lie ve and do: ? thus expreſſly limiting their au- 


i- thority, to what they determine according to Scrip- 


ure; and if he can ſhow any thing, which Subſcri- 
bers require aſſent to, that is not agreeable to Scrip- 
ture, I thall readily grant, that they have no autho- 
rity, in reſpect of that. | | 

Having repeated my argument, for miniſterial au- 
thority, which I borrowed from him, he ſays, p 35. 
What do theſe paſſages, imply more than this? 
* that Miniſters, hang Embaſladors of Chriſt, we 
* ought to pay the fame reſpects to them, as to 
* Chriſt binfelf ſo far as they repreſent him, and 
' ſpeak and act, within the bounds of their com- 
* miſſion. * How ealy is it, ſometimes, to run from 


one extream, to another, While it's difficult to hold 


diſcharge of their duty: but, that the ſame reſpec bed 
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the golden mean? However, I take this, only, for y 

an unguarded expreſſion; only, to make my mean. 
ing plain. It's certain, that the perſons of Emball: 
dors, are ſacred, by the laws of nature and nations); 
and great reſpect is due to them, in the faithful 


are ever due to them, as to their royal Maſters, iff , 
contrary to the ſentiments and practice, of all the 
world; and the fame is true, much more, of thc, 
Embaſſadors of the King of kings. Indeed, the 
words they deliver according to their commiſſion, 
are the words of Chriſt himſelf, and therefore, {uch 
words claim the regard due to the words of Chriſt ; 
TI mean his revelations. Alſo, they that deſpiſe the 
Embaſſador, in the faithful diſcharge of his duty, def: 
piſes Chriſt himſelf ; becauſe, he acts by his autho 
rity ; and for the ſame reaſon, he that receives ( or 
complies with the meſſage of) the Embaſlador, 23 
ſuch, receives Chriſt himſelf. But, there's a vaſt 
difference between this, and paying the ſame reſpe&ty 
to the Embaſſador, however faithful, as to his Maſter; 
the Embaſſador, even under that notion, being only 
a ſervant: And we find, that Peter, abhor'd th: 
tho't, of having the honour due to his maſter, pay“ 
to him a mortal man. 1 
- However, he adds, *Tis therefore incumbent on 
Mr. F. to prove, that a Synod of Miniſters, always 
act within the bounds of their commiſſion, when 
they require obedience, to all that they call arti 
© cles of faith.“ This, is not what I ever undertook]: 
to prove; all that I offered to prove was, that ther 
had authority, obliging to obedience, in ſo far, a 
they acted according to their commiſhon 3 While 
yet, if they exceeded that, in any inſtances, they ho 
no authority in theſe. And, what I borrowed fron 
Mr. C. fully proves ſuch an authority; and, this 5 
what he ought to have refuted, if he could; other 
wiſe, what he ſays, is wide of the Queition, and uth 
ſaying juſt nothing, becauſe nothing to the pute ell 
19! 
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Fo What Mr. §. ſays, amounts to this, that either 1 
7. muſt prove, that every Synod, that requires obedi- 
ence to their decrees, acts according to commiſſion, 
10 in all that they call articles of faith: otherwiſe, no 
| 4 Synod, muſt be allowed any authority, to make de- 
Aicrees. But, pray, why may not the Weſtminſter 
os Aſſembly, be allowed to have acted, within the 
ws bounds of their commiſſion, in drawing up their 
th. Confeſſion of faith; ſeeing, every article is well ſup- 
1: Bported by Scripture, and that, therefore, they acted 
My authority: tho' the Council of Trent, had no au- 
77 thority, in making her unſcriptural Canons. Or, 
i ſuppoſing, but not granting, that the Weſtminſter 
the Aflembly, had erred in ſome few articles; why may 
delle not be allowed, to have acted by authority; ſee- 
ho- ing, ſhe acted according to commiſſion, in the reſt? 
Ve do not preſently deny authority, to the lawful 
acts of a magiſtrate, becauſe, he ſometimes does, 
hat's unlawful :.and, why ſhould we queſtion, the 
<Þuthority of a Synod, in what ſhe does according to 
ter Kommiſſion, tho” ſhe does or may do, ſome things, 
mnl\Þeyond or without commiſſion. 1 
| He further adds. The only queſtion to be re- 
ay ſolved then, is who ſhall be judge, when they ſpeak 
according to Scripture, and when they do not ? * 
ir To which he ſubjoyns, the paſſages, which Mr. F. 
Þtho't ſo much to his purpoſe, are directly levelFd 
againſt him.“ Strange! the expreſſions of our 
ord, which I borrow'd from him, aſſert the autho- 
Wity of miniſters, in the ſtrongeſt terms. Go teach 
nations, ---- teaching them to obſerve all things, 
thatſoever I have commanded you. An exprels au- 
noritative commiſſion, - very extenſive, | yet under 
we limitations. Again our Lord ſays, He that re- 
ver h you, receiveth me, ---- and he that deſpiſeth 
ou, deſpiſerh me. Which plainly implies their cha- 
ater of Embaſſadors, repreſenting him, in the exe- 


5 tion of their commiſſion. But Mr. C. it ſeems, le- 
hn ſell'd theſe a againſt their authority 
-4 an 
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when they act by authority, and when not. If fo, 
hw: Jy their authority can never, be acknowleg'd, 
e Jaan known, which is all one, as having 
no authority. But, is the giving of ſuch a turn to 
our Lord's words, for the honour of him, who is the 
wages of the father? Is.it becoming, to fuppoſe 
him to claath his miniſters, with ſuch awful autho- 
15 far the good of his Church: when yet, neither 
by e be ever able to diſcern, when they act 
kaow, when to yield obedience to it, Certainly, 
the conſerring of ſuch a mock authority, would be 
the greateſt 
an Earthly prince. But Mr. S. is here miſtaken, for 
Chriſt's cloathing his miniſters, with ſuch authority, 
neceſſarily implies, both, that faithful miniſters, who 
E. Chriſt's commiſſion, may know when they pur- 
ſue the great ends of their commiſſion, in preaching 

the dodtrines of Salvation: and likewiſe, that the 
Neef of: Chriſt, may diſcern, the voice of Chriſt, 
peaking by his miniſtess, and be able to diſtinguiſh 
it, from the voice of a ſtranger or deceiver ; unleſs, 
we ſuppoſe our infigitely wile Lord, to have acted 


＋ very foolifh; part, as aforeſaid- To tell us, that 


Armirians aud ſugh like, may determine their do&- 
rings authoxitatively, by the fame. reaſon, and claim 
an equal right, to have them receiv'd, with Cal vi 
niſts; is meta trifling, unleß be can prove, that Ar- 
minians teach Chrii 's doctrines, In, teaching their 


tors, na leſs, than Calviniſts, in teaching their 


octrineg. | | | 
le ſays p. 36. Tho? I am not ſuch a maſter 0 
© reaſon, and eloquence, as, Mr. F. might think 
* bimſelf, when. he ventur'd his, book to Harvard 
College; yet, I am. nog ſuch a boy, as to define 
teaching by bare reading.” Had. I, indeed, ſent 
my book to that learned body, (which muſt have 
been, to have it repoſited in their Library, or ow 

15 uch 


and all by this. ſhift, that there is none to judge, 


authority; nor yet ſhall any body elſe, ever 


paragement, to the wiſdom, even off 
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ſuch thing) T own, I had been guilty, pf an inexey- 


ſable piece of ambition and vanity. But as Mr. S. 
knows, that there is a difference, between a pate 
and the whole, Mr. &, will ſee, that he Was miſ-in- 
form d of my ſending my book to the College, ſee- 
ing, all was, that I ſent it to two learned men in 
the College, (without the leaſt intimation, that they 
ſhould acquaint the College with it) to engage the 
aſſiſtance, of the ſuperiour abilities, of theſe vene⸗ 
rable Gentlemen, for reclaiming a Son of their Col- 
lege, from Errors, which I am perfwaded, he did 
not imbibe from them; which, inſtead of being a 
mark of ſelf-conceit, (I beg leave to obſerve ) was 
father a token of diffiderice, arid diſtruſt of my own 
reaſon, and eloquence as Mr. &. is pleas d to ter 
it, But then, I find Mr. S. inſinuates, that I term'd 


hm a boy; which I own had been a grols a front, 


but this I abſolutely deny. I only argu'd, from the 


leſs to the greater, that whereas, it had been un- 
worthy, of even a ſchool boy, ta define teaching 
by bare reading, I could much leſs have tho't it, o 
my Reverend brother, could I otherwiſe, have re- 
concib'd his notions. Pe as 

[ had argued, that Mr. &. could not differ from 
me, about the authority of Chrift's faithful N 
to determine articles of faith, according to God's 
word, even ſuch, as obliges the conſciences of peo- 


ple, to receive ſuch determinations ; (he having 
Jown'd, the commiſſion, to teach Mat. 28. 19, to be- 
long to ordinary miniſters ) unleſs he took the term 
reach, for bare reading, and would not own, that 


it imply'd alfo, explaining and fixing the ſenſe of 
Scripture ; and added this plain reaſon, © that ſuch 
* deciſions of the true ſenſe of Scripture, ---- being 
the determinations of Chriſt's Embaſſadors, as 
* cloath'd with authority, no one may refuſe aſſent 
to them, but at his higheſt peril, whether as com- 
' poſing a Creed, or delivered in the Pulpit. * So 
that, I could ſœe no midſt, between bare reading's 

I 2 being 


\ 


(58) 
being taken for teaching, in the commiſſion 3 and 
owning, that Chriſt's miniſters, had authority by the 
commiſſion, to fix and determine the ſenſe of Scrip- 


ture: which, becauſe they do by authority, carries || 


an obligation on people to receive them; becauſe, 
authority in the Gucher, without an obligation on 
the hearer, to receive what is determin'd by autho- 
rity, is a groſs inconſiſtency. In anſwer to this, Mr. 
F. ſays, © that Iſeem to argue here, from the name 
and character, which the commiſſion gives of 
teachers. I fay, not ſo, but from the commiſſion 
to teach it ſelf ; becauſe that implies authoritative 


deciſions in teaching, which ſtrongly concludes, 


for the authority of miniſterial determinations, of 
the true ſenſe of Scripture, whether in a Synod or 
the. Pulpit. : . . 

Mr. &. ſays, Every teacher muſt fix a ſenſe, up- 
on what he teaches, but it will not follow, that he 
_ © hath fix'd the ſenſe, in which he ought to teach.” 

Nay he ſays, © *Tis the great duty of miniſters, ---- 
© to give their hearers the reaſons, that induce him, 
© to think, that the ſenſe they have fix d on, is in- 
* deed the ſenſe of the Spirit, and ---- the hearers 
have liberty, to give or withhold their aſſent. ' 
But ſure, this is fo to fix the ſenſe, as to leave it 
ſtill undetermin'd, this is only, for the miniſter to 
give his opinion, without the leaſt ſhadow of au 
thority, Whereas, the commiſſion to teach, as I ſaid, 
implies a fixing the ſenſe, with an obligation on 
hearers to receive it, if teaching does not ſignify 
bare reading, in the commiſſion. 

Ne fays, p. 37. * They have a general commiſſion 

* to teach, commenſurate to their ordinary powers; 

that is, if we compare what goes before, only autho- 

rity to give their opinion With their reaſons, leaving 

the ſenſe undetermin'd, ſo as people may take it o- 

leave it. For it's plain, Mr. & allows their ordinary 
powers, to reach no further, and yet, a commiſhon- 

ated authority to fix the ſenſe, (which we ban 
al, 


nary 
lion 
have 


7 al, 


1 

Mat. 28. 19. if teaching ſignify. not, bare reading) 
neceſſarily implies, that ordinary miniſters, have 
through the Spirit, a capacity to fix the real ſenſe 


| of Scripture, at leaſt in fundamentals, and eſſentials 


of Religion ; otherwiſe, Chriſt gives authority, 
without giving any tolerable furniture, for anſwer- 
ing the ends of it; which it's very diſhonourable, 
once to imagine, of him. 5 

He adds, Since Mr. F. has no where ſhown, that 
they are capable of determining, at leaſt the fun- 
* damentals of Chriſtianity, he ſaid nothing to inva- 
* lidate. his own objection, even with reſpect to 
* thoſe fundamentals: this is to contradict himſelf 
in terms; for p. 12. he ſays, © non-ſubſcribers, (or 
I am not of their principles) allow a certainty in 
the fundamentals of Religion, that there are ſuch 
' things, and that every Chriſtian will ſufficiently 
know them. But, it ſeems, he intends, that tho? 
believers ſhall know what are really fundamentals; 
yet they do not know, of any fundamentals, that 
they are really fundamentals, in particular. From 
whence he infers, that no ſet of principles, whatever, 
can be inſiſted on, as a Creed conſiſting of funda- 
mentals. Thus he ſays, p. 8, 9. always allowed, 
that a Chriſtian is ſo far under the influence of the 
Holy Ghoſt, that he certainly knows, beyond a 


poffibility of miſtake, what is really eſſential to 
* dalvation. At the ſame time, I think, it can never 


© be prov'd, that every article which he may think 


fundamental, muſt be really ſuch. — Now if 


* every ſuch article, be not fundamental, then 
every ſuch article, may not be impoſed as a fun- 
* damental, and if every article may not, the conſe- 
' quence is, that we ought to impoſe none, unleſs 
we could run the limits, and exactly determine 
which of the articles, is really fundamental, and, 
can't be diſpens'd with, and which is only ſuppos'd 
to be ſuch, * and therefore ſays, p. 9. © the firſt, 
though not the only hinge, on which the 9 
. Verly 
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© verſy turns, is this, viz. Whether a Synod of Mini-, 
© ſters, are infallible and beyond a poflibility of 
© miſtake, iu all that they think and call fundamen- 
tal. The ſcope of this reaſoning, is to prove, that 
it can never be known, when miniſters can act au- 
thoritatively. Now, this being to make void the 
authority, which Miniſters have by commiſſion, (as 
I beforeſhew'd) and therefore abſurd, the reaſoning, 
of courſe, muſt be falſe. Again, how weak is his 
argument, to prove that no fundamentals really ſuch, 
can certainly be known in particular; viz. becauſe, 
a believer may eſteem that a fundamental, which 
really is not; for though this may be, as to ſome 
particular articles, it will not follow, but that they 
may know ether fundamentals, really ſuch, to be re-fhin 
ally fundamentals, and that beyond a poffibility officic 
miſtake. For fure, it will not follow, that becauſe 
a believer may be miftaken of the importance of 
ſome articles, that therefore, he can't be ſure of any; 
article that is fundamental. That would be the 
fame bad reaſoning, as, if a believer be certain of ang Ha! 
thing, even of fundamentals, be muſt be certain of all 
bing, which Mr. S. took ill to have imputed to Ane 
him. Though we own, that a believer, may behy 
miſtaken of fome articles, and efteem them funda- 
mental, when they are not; yet, we can ſhew him hut! 
ſome articles, whoſe fundamental importance, is no 
leſs evident from Scripture, than that they are 
truths. The doctrine of the Frinity, is exprefilyÞen 
declard to be fundamental, both poſitively, Joh. ſci 
37. 3. This is life eternal, to know thee the only trutþ 
God, and Feſus Chrift--- and negatively, 1 Joh.2.23 t 
Whoſoever denyerh the Son, the ſame hath not the Fa. eco 
ther. Alſo, the dodtrines of the Perſon, Naturesree 
and Offices of Chriſt, are declared fundamental.Epiſſk co 
2. 12. Without Chriſt -- having no hope. 1 Cor. 3. 1 If 
Other foundation can m man lay, than that is laiiWn 
Feſus Chriſt. Act. 4. 12. There is no ot her name give tee 
under heaven, whereby men can be ſaved, but by My; 
e nam 
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ni. ham of Feſus. And 1 Joh, 4.3. Aud every ſpirit that 
of Fonfeſſeth nor, that Jeſus Chriſt is come in the fleſp, is 
en- nt of God. Alfo, juſtification by faith, without 
nt Fworks, is declared to be fundamental. Gal. 2. 16. 
au-BKnowng, that a man is not juſtified by the works of the 
he aw, but by the faith of Chriſt, --- f( or by the works of 
28 he Jaw, ſhall no fleſh living be juſtified. Again, 
18; the doctrine of the reſurrection of the body, and 
his Pf eternal life, is held forth as abſolutely neceſſary 
ch, to Salvation, 1 Cor. 15. 13, 14. {f there be no re- 
fe, ſurrectian of the dead, then is Chriſt not raiſed, and 
ich þ/ Chriſt be net riſen, then is our preaching vain, and 
me our faith is alſo vain. | 
ney One: that would attempt to prove, that theſe doct- 
re- ines are not fundamental, may ſooner prove him-- 
of W:if to be no Chriſtian, than ſhake the aforeſaid im- 
ale portance of ſuch articles. Now certainly, Miniſters 
ot y vertue of their commiſſion aforeſaid, may autho- 
anyFiatively require aſſent to theſe, and the like arti- 
the les, which are both certain truths, and no leſs cer- 
am fainly fundamentals ; tho', they may eſteem. ſome 
altÞther things fundamentals, which-are not really ſuch. 
I rofAnd ſuch a Creed, can be no impoſition upon any 
be Lhriſtian, Who, as ſuch, muſt neceſlarily believe 
Hheſe doctrines. And ſuch a Creed, may with good 
zuthority, be made a neceſſary term of Chriſtian 
ommunion, for the ſame reaſon ; ſo that, none may 
lawfully, admitted, or own'd for a Chriſt ian, that 
iy Flenjies any of theſe articles. Thus, the Creed ſub- 
Joh. cri? at: Salrer*s-hall,confiſting of the fifth and ſixth. 
ifYnſwers, in the Aſſembly's Shorter Catechilm, was 
2 .23-Þ true:teſt of Chriſtianity, ; that is, no man can be 
Fifccounted a Chriſtians that could not aſſent to that 
ares Freed, if he underſtood the words of it; ſeeing, 
ut conſiſted of eſſentials of Chriſtianity. - 
1 If Mr. & intended, to prove by his aforeſaid ar- 
Jaid, ument, only, that miniſters could not impoſe a 


7 reed, conſiſting of all fundamentals, and theſe. on- 
ö 


game 


fuch 


nit was nothing at all to the purpoſe. Becauſe 
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ſuch a Creed, was never pleaded for, by any that 
I know. I have, indeed, ſaid that all Chriſtians, 
muſt neceſſarily agree in all fundamentals at leaſt, 


according to 1 Foh. 2. 20. from whence, I infer d, 'p 


that a Creed conſiſting of fundamentals only, could 
be no impoſition upon believers: ſeeing, the arti- 
cles contain'd in ſuch a Creed, are ſuch as all belie- 
vers know to be true. This ſufficiently anſwered 
my defign, in my Sermon, which was to prove, the || 
lawfulneſs of Creeds in general, and the conſiſten- 
cy, of miniſterial authority, to require aſſent to 
Creeds, with ſound reaſon : and that, in oppoſition 
to the plea of non-ſubſcribers, againſt all Creeds 
without exception. But then, as J have not ſaid, 
that all believers agree, in fundamentals only, but 
in all fundamentals at. leaſt, which ſuppoſes, that 
all believers, agree in more than all fundamentals; 
and, indeed, we may eaſily conceive, that theſe 
doctrines, that are neareſt the foundation, have ſo 
neceſſary a connection, with thoſe that are really 
fundamental, that the one can't be own'd, and the 
other deny'd; which makes the ſetling of the limits 
exactly, between fundamentals and thoſe that are 
not really ſo, leſs needful: fo, I have fairly infinu- 
ated, that I inſtanc'd in Creeds conſiſting of funda- 
mentals only, as moſt unexceptionable, only for 
ſetling the preliminaries of the controverſy, and to 
make way, for proving the lawfulneſs, of inſiſting 
on the owning the Weſtminſter Confeſſion, as à 
term of Communion among us. See Poſtſcr. p. 83. 
* I indeed, did not plead for any particular Confel- 
© fion, in my Sermon, hoping that when the prel;- 
© minary debates, about Confeſſions in general, are 
* adjuſted, it would not be difficult, to perſwade my 
© Brethren of the other fide, to allow of the Weſt— 
minſter Confeſſion, as a teſt of ſoundneſs. in the 
* faith ; thus, thinking to cut ſhort the debate. 
I come therefore, now, to ſhow that upon the 
ſame foundation, that Creeds conſiſting of only (tho 
| | | not 


. 


ot all) fundamentals, are lawful : ſound Creeds, 
onſiſting of more than fundamentals, (ſuch as the 
Veſtminſter Confeffion) are alſo lawful. This may 


brpear thus: The authority of faithful miniſters, 


ogether with their commithon Mat. 28. 19. extends 
o all things revealed in Scripture, ſo that their au- 
hority, is to require aſſent to every Scripture doct- 
ine, and therefore, if they know all, and every thing 
ontain'd in Scripture, they might authoritatively 
inſiſt on the belief of it. Hence, Miniſters that know 
all the doctrines of the Weſtminſter Confeſſion, to 
de Scripture truth, may (by vertue of the commiſh- 
on Mat. 28. 19.) authoritatively inſiſt on the belief 
of every one of them, no leſs than they may inſiſt 
on the belief of fundamentals, and upon the fame 
round ; ſeeing, the commiſſion extends to all re- 
eaPd truths. . Further, they may inſiſt with the 
ame clearneſs, of their not exceeding the bounds 
of their commiſſion, in ſo doing, if they have a di- 
ine faith of the ſaid dodrines. Becauſe, divine 
aith, of whatever doctrines, whether fundamentals 


or thoſe of a leſſer importance; is in the nature of 


t, a certainty beyond a poſſibility of miſtake, being 
tounded, on what is really, and not ſuppoſed only, 
0 be, the infallible teſtimony of God in his word. 
If it be objected, that all truths are not to be in- 
ſiſted on, as necęſſary terms of Church communion : 
own it, But 1. From what is ſaid, it's plain, that 
miniſters have authority, to inſiſt on the belief of 
every thing, in the Weſtminſter Confeſſion; ſee- 
ing, all its doctrines, are founded on the word of 
God, and this is ſufficient, to clear inſiſting on it, 
of the charge of tyrannical impoſition. Becauſe, 
what is done by lawful authority, can be no impo- 
ſition. 2. There are many truths, that are not com- 
prehended in that confeſſion; and therefore,tho' we 
inſiſt on it, as a term of communion, we do not 
make every truth, a term of Church communion- 
. We do not make aſſent to the Weſtminſter Con- 
I SH fe ſſion, 


& 
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feſſion, a term of Chriſtian communion at largeſpf t 
That is, we do not deny all thoſe to be Chriſtians uit 
who can't ſubſcribe the leſſer points, of our Confeſ&nc 
ſion of faith. Yet, we think, we ought not, to adſtha 
mit, at leaſt to miniſterial communion, ſuch as can'tÞee, 
fubſcribe, even the leſſer points: every truth, is nit. 
truſt committed to miniſters, to be preſerved andęſte 
tranſmitted to poſterity. And therefore, we cat'tÞnaz 
admit Paſtors into our Churches, who do not ownmu 
all the articles of our confeſſion. Any, who con: N 
ders, how preciors every truth is, and that it is toſþnd 
be bought, but never fold, and that the handingſſpive 
down of uncorrupted Chriſtianity, to ſucceeding geÞeli 
nerations; is a debt we owe to them, and that eve erv 
ry error, is of a nature, that tends to a further debe! 
generacy ; (as might be inſtanc'd in ſome Churches ſe 
who having tetain'd ſome unſcriptural things amorę ac 
them, tho' of a lefler nature, have degenerated aff hi 
to a great part, into errors of a much higher nature 
J fay, any one that conſiders theſe, and the like 


things, will readily own, that there ought, to beſÞf ch 
great caution, in admiting any to miniſterial com be 
munion, at leaſt, among us, who refuſe, even theſſaid 


leſſer points of our Confeſſion. We hold mentalſſteac 
communion, with many, whom we can't admit tofunl, 
miniſterial communion. We own all to be Chriſtiſqcom 
ans, who own theſe (and the like) fundamentals vini 
that are mentioned above, together with truths thathim 
are neceſſarily connected with them: but can't adwit! 
mit, even true Chriſtians, to ſpread even their leſſeſ if 
errors, among us. And yer, thus we wrong no man by 

neither do we make the Church doors, ſtraiter than in 
the gate of Heaven: ſeeing, we do not hold all ex d. 
communicate, whom we can't admit to miniſteriali mig 
communion. The Church of Chriſt, not being com Mr. 
fin'd, to Chriſtians of one denomination ; all is, let mo 
them herd with thoſe of their own fize, and noche 
infe& us, with their leſſer errors. Confeſſions Fine 
particular Churches, are {according to the practice cor: 

| 1 


| (65) 


geſpf the ſeveral Churches, of the Reformation) to be 
suited to the advance they have made, in Scripture 
felſknowlege; and they ought, never to recede, from 
ad that, to which they have truly attained. Thus you 
n'tfee, that there is no need, of running exactly the li- 
is Inits, between fundamentals, and what are only 
indſteem'd to be ſuch, in order to frame Creeds, that 
1n'þnay be authoritatively inſiſted on, as terms of com- 
»n,fnunion. , 

vii} Mr. & alledges p.36. that I argue from the name, 

s tand character of a teacher, which the commiſſion 
inggives. But this is his miſtake, For, my argument, 
geÞelies on the commiſſion to teach, it ſelf; as I ob- 
veſerv'd before. However, upon his own ſuppoſition, 
e ſays, upon Mr. F's hypotheſis, Mr. Pierce him- 
ſelf, being once ordain'd, --- and having thereby 
acquir'd the name of a teacher, might juſtly unpole 
his ſentiments, upon us : * but he helps me to e- 
ade this argument, he will ſay perhaps ( ſays be) 
that P. was erroneous, and therefore forfeited his 
beg character. Very well. But then, ( /ays be) what 
om becomes of his argument from teachers? As I 
thelaid, my argument, rely'd on the commiſſion to 
ntalſte ach, not on the bare title of a teacher: ſo that, 
it tag unleſs he can prove, that Mr. Pierce taught by the 
iſti I commiſſion, Mat. 28. 19. when he deny'd the di- 
ralsvinity of Chriſt ; his doctrine, (tho' we ſhould allow 
thathim the title of a teacher) could have no authority 
ad with us, upon my hypotheſis. But, ſays he, p-. 37. 
leib if a man of that character, might be erroneous, 
nan by what ſhall we determine, When the character, 
hanf implies the orthodoxy of the perſon, and when it 
ex doth not ? One would have tho't, that Mr. &. 
rial might have eaſily determin'd, from Scripture, that 
com Mr. Pierce was an erroneous perſon, by his blaſphe- 
| le (Mmous doctrine, notwithſtanding his name of a tea- 
not cher, and likewiſe, that he did not teach ſuch doct- 
8 0 ine, by the commitſhon, Mat. 28. 19. and that, AC 
Rice cording to my bypotachis. 
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In p. 38, 39. Mr. S with great vehemency, denies, 
that non - ſubferibers, on no doctrines to be reveal'd, 


but the expreſs words of Scripture ; and asks, © what 
foundation could there be of ſuch a charge ?? and] 


adds, I'Il tell you reader, there is a certain thing 
© (calPd orthodoxy ) which Mr. F. appropriates to 
bis brethren and himſelf &c.* For my part, | 
can't help thinking, that making a mock of ortho. 
doxy, and of any that pretend to it, or to have cer: 


tain knowlege, beyond a poſhbility of miſtake, of 


the myſteries of Salvation in the Goſpel, is in effect 
to diſown, any articles of faith, owr'd in the Church, 
as really the doctrines of divine revelation. And 


therefore the only thing revealed, with ſuch, muſt 


be the expreſs words of Scripture. Again, ſeeing 
Mr. & tho he pretends to agree with our Confel. 
ſion of Faith, if it be not, perhaps, in two or three 
articles, and will not allow its articles, nor any of 
them, to be made neceſſary terms of communion, or 
impos'd as he calls it: and yet, in his Sermon, al. 
lows, that what Chriſt has reveal'd in Scripture, 


may be made a neceſſary article of faith ; he can't 


conſiſtently with himſelf, own theſe articles, or any 


of them to be revealed in Scripture, tho' ſome 


them, be the moſt important, in the Chriſtian Re- 
ligion. Further, what elle means the diſparaginy 
titles, of humane Schemes, humane Creeds, and the 
like, which he gives to all our Creeds, but that the 


doctrines are only humane, and not divinely re- 


veaPd doctrines ; for it can't be, that ſuch titles, on- 
ly refer to the collection of the doctrines into 
Creeds; ſeeing, their being humane Schemes, is 


given as a reaſon, why its impoſition, to require 


aſſent to them. For, ſure, divine doctrines, loſe net 
their character of being divine, by being propos 
to be believ'd by men:: and therefore, not their 
authority, obliging to receive them. To the ſame 
purpoſe, is, what he ſays of all deciſions and deter- 
minations of Miniſters, and Synods, that they te 
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their ſenſe, their ſentiments ; and that therefore they 
carry no obligation upon others. Nay, I formerly 


Jobſerved, that he ſuppoſes, that no Synod, nor yet 
the Reformers themſelves, could prove their ſenſe, 


to be the real ſenſe of Scripture ; which, I think, 
can amount to no leſs, than a denying them to be 
reveal'd doctrines. Again, what means the making 


Jof a profeſs'd adherence to the Scripture, a ſufficient 
teſt of orthodoxy, even when the moſt important 


doctrines are deny'd, and when ſuch profeſs'd adhe- 
rers to Scripture, differ no leſs widely from one a- 
nother, than they differ from the truth, if it be not, 
that it's only the letters & ſyllables, that are account- 


ed reveal'd, and that without any determinate ſenſe. 


But then, to come to that in his Sermon, on which 
founded my aſſertion, the words are, We learn, 
that nothing but what Chriſt has revealed inScrip- 
ture, can be made a neceſſary article of faith: 
© whatever fine evaſions, men may frame, and what- 
ever ſpecious names, they impoſe on their own 
inventions, they contemn divine authority, and 
* impeach divine wiſdom, and have no power to 
* compel our aflent, to their traditions, when they 
© teach for doctrines, the commandments of men. 
Sure, Mr. S. will not deny, that this is ſpoken againſt 
impoſition of any Creed whatever, and then, it's 
plain, that he oppoles Creeds, without exception, 
to things reveal'd by Chriſt in Scripture (the only 
zecellary articles of faith) under the titles, of men's 
inventions, men's traditions, and doctrines and com- 
mandments of men. But yet, he ſays, that it's 
becauſe he thinks the doctrine of one Subſtance 
in the ſacred Three, the proper and perfect Satis- 
faction of Chriſt, and juſtification by his Righre- 
ouſneſs alone thro' faith, and the like important 
* doctrines, are clearly and neceſſarily deduc'd from 
* Scripture, that he profelles and preaches them --- 
* and therefore it can'c be Mr. 8s opinion, that only 
the letters and ſyllables are reveal'd.“ I ſhould 
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be glad to find my ſelf miſtaken on this head 


But if the propoſition I think in this place, imply 


no more than a moral certainty, which may poſſibly 
be a miſtake, (as we find him explaining faith 
he is not poſitive, that theſe doctrines are reveal'd, 
for any thing he knows, they are falſhoods, and the 
contrary are true. But, if they are to him the in- 
fallible truths of God, may they not be a Creed, con- 
taining neceſſary articles of faith, revealed by Chriſt 
in Scripture, aſſent to which, may be a neceſſaty 
term of Communion ? Seeing, he allows, that what 
is revealed by Chriſt in Scripture, is a neceſſary ar- 
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ticle of faith. And, as ſuch a Creed would be off | 


ſingular uſe, for keeping of abundance of groſs He. 
reticks, out of the Church, fo his owning the law. 
fulneſs of it, would effectually confound all his ar- 
guments, againſt impoſition, and for a right of pri. 
vate. judgment, in his ſenſe. So that, his owning of 
even thele, to be doctrines of divine revelation, is 
utterly inconſiſtent with his principles. 

He will needs have it, p. 39. that contrary to our 
avowed principle, © we make our Creeds the rule 
* of faith, and do not leave the ſupreme authority, 
das a rule, entire to the Scripture.* But, ſure, when 
we require aſſent to a Creed, conſiſting of the three 
articles own'd by Mr. &. to be reveal'd doctrines, 
for its agreement, with the Scripture ; we do in this 
cale, leave the ſupreme authority, as a rule of faith, 
entire to the Scripture. Seeing, it's not becauſe 
theſe articles are the deciſions of any men only, that 
we inſiſt on them, but becauſe they agree with the 
Scripture, which is, what Mr. &. alſo, profeſles to be 
the ground of his aſſenting to them. Bur ſays he, 
* it's plain, that a man of the ſtricteſt morals, and 
the moſt unblemiih'd life, and who appeals t0 
* Scripture as the ſupreme authority and rule of de- 
© cificn, is refus'd their communion, unleſs he allo 
* ſubſcribe or ſome other way aſſent to their Creeds 
If their Creeds muſt take my aſſent from the Scrip 
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ture, which, pray, do I make the rule of my faith ? 
Mr. S. has own'd the three aforeſaid articles to be 


doctrines of divine revelation: Now ſuppoſing we 


inſiſt upon the aſſenting to theſe three articles, as 
a term of Communion, with the aforeſaid perſon, if 
he refuſes to aſſent, may we not truly ſay, that it's 


becauſe that man, refuſes to aſſent to doctrines of di- 


vine revelation, which are therefore neceſſary arti- 
cles of faith, (as Mr. & has own'd ) and not merely, 
becauſe he refuſes aſſent to our Creed, that we re- 
fule him communion. The like may be ſaid, if the 
Creed contain more doctrines of divine revelation. 


It's true, theſe articles are our Creed, but, ſeeing 


they are doctrines of divine revelation; ſure, the 
man is not the leſs oblig'd to aſſent to them, that 
ve aſſent to them. And, ſuppoſe the man ſhould 
ippeal to Scripture, to prove theſe articles to be 
falſe, ſhall we think the better of him, that he 
offers to make the Scripture deftroy, doctrines of 
divine revelation ? Nay, for my part, I can't ſee, 
that ſuch a Heretick, (though he were as learn'd, 
and ftri& in his morals as Julian the Apoſtate, for 
he is famous for both in ſtory ) is a whit leſs an e- 
nemy to Chriſtainity than the Apoſtate ; merely, 
becauſe he offers to confute the Scripture doctrines, 
by Scripture, and fo offers, to ſet the Scripture at 
odds with it ſelf, Mr. S. can't here turn upon me, 
with the Queſtion, Who ſhall be judge, whether the 
man would offer in ſuch caſe, to confute reveald doct- 
ines or not! Seeing he agrees with me, that 
theſe are doctrines of divine revelation. Neither, 
can he ſay, that here we take the man's aſſent from 
the Scripture, to our Creed: ſeeing we require his 
allent, to thoſe articles as doctrines of divine reve- 
lation, not becauſe they are the deciſions of any 
men only, but becauſe theſe deciſions, are agreeable 
to Scripture, even as Mr. S. profeſſes to own, who 
nevertheleſs, would be tho't to leave the ſupreme 
authority to the Scripture, as a Rule. This Hows, 
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that he alledges groundleſly, p. 40. that ( accord. 
ing to ſubſeribers ) the queſtion is not, whether 
a man believes the Scriptures, but whether he al- 
* ſent to my Creed. Seeing, to us, it's the Scrip- 
ture that's the ultimate ground of believing our 
Creed. Alſo his making a parallel, between an 
Arminian and Calviniſt Creed, is without all founda- 
tion, unleſs he own, that the Arminian Creed conſiſts 
of doctrines of divine revelation, as he has own'd 
the other Creed to do. 155 
Mr. &. quotes an argument of mine for Creeds 
p. 41. Which runs thus. Non-ſubſcribers can't ſe- 
* riouſly think, that the end of Creeds (which is to 
© diſcover, whether a man be ſound in the faith) 
© could ever be an end, for which God defign'd the 
© Scripture.* This, as I take it, he takes, to amount 
to a denying the ſufficiency of Scripture, to prove 
the doctrines of our Creeds. But, certainly, Mr. &. 
can't be ſerious in alledging this, for he muſt know, 
that there is a great difference, between the diſco- 
very of the ſoundneſs of doctrines, and diſcovering 
a man's ſoundneſs in the faith of doctrines. Now 
my words, plainly ſhew, that it's not a ſufficiency 
in the Scripture, to diſcover the ſoundneſs of dodt- 
rines, and ſo the orthodoxy of our Creeds, that [ 
deny; but only, its ſufficiency to diſcover a man's 
ſoundneſs in the faith of doctrines. Becauſe, that 
muſt be diſcovered, by his ſhewing what ſenſe he 
takes the Scriptures in, upon ſuch heads, and not 
merely, by profeſſing to believe the Scripture, ot 
by repeating Scripture words. And, as this is the, 
plain ſenſe of my words, fo the ſame is evident, from 
what I add, viz- that there are {warms of Here 
© ticks, of various opinions, that, to a man, profes 
© a ſtrict adherence to the Scripture. * So that, in. 
ſtead of finding me guilty of a blunder here, he has 
himſelf, run into a great blunder, in a manifeſt falſe 
interpretation of my words. . K 
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is next argument, (ſays = ) againſt a profeſsd 

* adherence to Scripture, as the only teft of ortho- 
* doxy, he takes, from the ufe, that Hereticks make 
"of it : and gives p. 77. a particular inflance, in 
* BiddIe's Scriptural Catechiſm ---- but this is the ve- 
*ry Shibboleth of the Papiffs, the very argument, 
by which they juftify, their taking the Bible out 
* of the Layty's hands. Bur 'til Mr. & prove, that 
the Bible it ſelf, or a profefsd adherence to it, can 
be a teſt of a man's holding the true ſenſe of it, or 
even any particular fenfe of it at all; it's vain, to 
make our denying a profefs'd adherence to the Bi- 
ble, to be a teſt of orthodoxy, parallel to the Pa- 
piſts taking the Bible out of the Layty's hands, on 
pretence, that they abuſe it. For if it be an incon- 
litency, to apboſe. that the profeſs'd adherence to 
Kripture, can be a teſt, to ſhew that a man holds 
any particular ſenſe of Scripture, at all, it's a folly 
to talk of the abuſe of fuch a profeſsd adherence- 
Now, that ſuch a profefs'd adherence to Scripture, 


can be no teſt at all, of a man's holding any parti- 


cular ſenſe of Scripture, is manifeſt as I faid; be- 
cauſe, ic's common to all manner of Hereticks, who 
are as different from one another, as they are from 
ne truth. That this is fact, is as clear as a Sun 
beam; fo that no man can really think, (if conſiſt- 
ent with himſelf) that ſuch a Profelbed adherence 
0 Scripture, is a ſufficient teſt of orthodoxy, unleſs 
be think that it's no matter what opinions a man 


Fold, whether he be Arian Socinian or Arminian &c. 


yhich is rather to ſay, that no ſoundnefs in the faith 
 neceſfary, than to plead for any pyricmar teſt of 
rthodoxy, or ſoundneſs in the faith. L 

However he adds, the blaſphemies of Biddle, 
are either native conſequences from the Scripture, 
or abufive, To ſay thicy are native, is to juſtify 
his blaſphemies ---- but if ſuci confequences be a- 
| buſive, that concludes nothing againſt the right, 
we ba ve, to uſe the Os as a Rule and * c 


(12) 


If he be againſt all uſing of the Scripture abuſive- 


ly, and plead for no ſuch 1 I have no more to 
ſay ; let him call it Rule, or Teſt, or what he pleaſes. 
But then, what will he do, with his right, to judge 
contrary to the real ſenſe of Scripture; if it do not 
appear. If this be not an abuſive uſe of the Scripture, 

;ddle himſelf, will claim the benefit of the conceſ- 
ſion, for he zealouſly profeſs'd, adherence to the 
Scripture as his Rule and Teſt. And Mr. S. ſays 

. 19. does any man, who makes the Scripture his 

Rule, think, that the judgment he forms, is not 
© agreeable to it. Therefore, by allowing a pro- 
feſt adherence to Scripture, a teſt of orthodoxy, Mr. 
S. muſt juſtify Biddle as orthodox, in what, himſelf 
ſays, were blaſphemies. Seeing, according to his 
principles, he can't ſay, that the conſequences of 
Biddle, or of any other Heretick, are abuſive; ſee- 
ing, they profeſs to adhere to Scripture, and muſt 
think their opinions agreeable to it. This, may 
3 180 ſhew, the difference, between making the 


cripture a Rule of faith, and making it a Teſt off 


orthodoxy. (tho! Mr. & thinks fit, to confound theſe 
terms) If we make it a Rule of faith, it will admit 
no falſe doctrine at all; for ſo, nothing is admitted, 
but what agrees to it; for if we admit, what does 
not agree to it; we only, in ſo far, profeſs to make 
it our rule, but do not really make it our rule. 
Whereas, by allowing a profeſs'd adherence to 
Scripture, to be the teſt of orthodoxy, we directly 
and wittingly, admit all manner of Hereticks, and 
Herefies into the Boſom of the Church: ſeeing, we 
know, that the worſt Hereticks, make profeſſion of 
adhering to Scripture, and making it the rule of 
their faith. | „ | | 
He ſays p. 43. that my principle, deſtroys all 
Chriſtianity, and gives this for a reaſon, © Since one 
© Synod, impoſes upon no other foundation, than a 
* firm perſwaſion of their being in the right; the 
* ſame-perſwaſion, gives the ſame authority to 2 
then 
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* ther, and by that means, a Synod of Hereticks, 
may come « len -..- to turn the houſe of God 


into a den of thieves ---- by the moſt native ten- 


* dency.” Here, he proceeds upon a falle ſuppoſt- 
tion, that the perſwaſion of a Heretical Synod, is 
the very ſame, with the perſwaſion of an orthodox 
Synod. But Clemens Alexandrinus, will teach him 
other wiſe, in Rous's mella patrum ſtromat. lib. 7. 
Qui in ignorantia quidem verſantur, ſunt gentes ; 
qui autem in ſtientia, vera eccleſia ; qui vero in opt- _ 
* nione, ii qui ſectantur Hereſes. i. e. They who live 
in ignorance, are Heathens; and they who have 


knowlege or certainty, are the true Church; but 


they who have no more than opinion, are ſuch as 
embrace Hereſies. And it's manifeſt, that the 
perſwaſion of a Heretical Synod, can be no other 
than opinion, for that can never imply certainty, 
which has no real ground, and therefore muſt be 
certainly falſe: whereas, a Synod of faithful mini- 
ſters, in their orthodox deciſions, have the perſwa- 


ſion of a divine faith, founded on the teſtimony of 


God in Scripture, which is infallible, and can't poſ- 
libly be a miſtake, Thus, the firm perſwaſion of 
Hereticks, differs as far, from that of the true Church, 
as certainty or knowlege, differs from conjecture or 
opinion ; or, as the faith of a ſound Believer, from 
the preſumption of a Hypocrite ; which entirely 
ſpoils his argument. For if the perſwaſion be dif- 
erent, it will not follow, that they are capable, of 
the ſame authority; but Mr. S. in making the firm 
perſwaſton, the ſame in both, makes the faith of 
believers, to be no other than opinion, which will 
admit of a falſhood for its object, no leſs than a 
truth. We ſhall have more of this afterwards. 
| I had compar'd, the authority of a Synod, requir- 
ing aſſent to doctrines, according to God's word, to 
a lawful magiſtrate; and a Synod, impoſing falſe 
doctrines, to an uſurper and tyrant: and argued, 
that as it would not follow, that becauſe it were 
4:5 < unlawful, 
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unlawful, to exerciſe uſurpation and tyranny, there Sy 
fore it were unlawful, to exerciſe a legal govern or 
ment; ſo neither, would it follow, that becauſe it'Þ m1 
unlawful, for a Synod to impoſe falſe: doctrines If 
thetefore it muſt be unlawful, for an orthodox Sy me 
nod, to require afterit to true ones. This Mr. $ ga 
can't admit, to be an exact parallel. The reaſod or 
he gives is p. 44. What we alledge is this, vizÞ 11 
* that where the orthodoxy of a dodrine is diſpu th 
ted, it doth not appear, that one man ought ta; le 
* itppoſe his opinion, or be excluded from theÞÞ th. 
Church, as an Heretick, more than another ; and au 
* what relation has this, to Mr. F's lawful magiſtrate by 
that is acknowleg'd to be ſo.* Surely, Mr. S. couldſf ju 
not but ſee, that I drew the parallel, to an{wer an wi 
objection of non. ſubſcribers, who argue, that if theſ th 
orthodox, be allowed to make their Creeds a termWha 
of communion, others will claim a right, to exclude mc 
nay perſecute the godly, Now, I ſuppoſe, no bo. ¶ co, 
dy can ſee, how Mr. F. has, in what he has ſaid, o- juf 
verthrown my parallel; or ſaid any thing, to ſup. ing 
port the objection I anſwered thereby. However me 
= has fairly declared, that it's his opinion, that no ne 
man that denies a diſputed point, of faith, (aud allff th, 
the myſteries of the Goſpel, are ſuch) ought to be git 
excluded the Church, more than he that holds it oy 
That is, an Arian, Socinian, Arminian, nay even ff it, 
Biddle, and Valentinus, has as good a right to all ta, 
Chriſtian privileges, as the loundeft Believer. An mi 
opinion ſo abſurd, that it needs no refutation. Al 
But, I muſt not altogether paſs, Mr. S's notion eve 
of a lawful magiſtrate, © that (/s Be) is acknow.- I ax 
© leged to be ſo. I ſhall not dip into Politicks; N co 
only I would ask, whether he muſt be acknow- the 
leg'd for lawful, by all the ſubjects of his Govern- tit: 
ment? or, whether it be not ſufficient, if Be be ac-MWAp 
| knowleg'd by fome ? for there are few Govetrn- 
ments, but have diſaffected perſons in them. Nos, 
if this laſt will ſuffice, to give law ful charity, no 
ys 
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| Synod has ever been without it, whether Orthodox 
nor other. But if all the Subjects of a Government, 
i muſtacknowlege the authority, to make it lawful, then 
es I ſuppoſe, there ne vet has been a lawful Magiſtrate, 
5 more than aSynod with author it y, ſince the world be- 
SF gan. The true Church of God, has al ways acknowleg'd 
of orthodox Synods, tho Heriticks have rejected them. 
iI ſuppoſe, it's Mr. S's opinion, that whatever au- 
pu. thority, ſuch Synods had over thoſe that acknow- 
to leg'd them, they had no authority over Hereticks, 
the that did not acknowlege them. But this is to make 
ind authority, to depend on the acknowlegement of it 
| by inferiors, or, on the acknowlegement of the 
| juſtice of the exerciſe of it, in particular inſtances ; 
wich would deſtroy all civil authority, no leſs 
than eccleſiaſtical, For, thus our Sovereign, could 
have no authority to puniſh a traiterous Jacobite, 
more than an orthodox Synod, has to judge and 
| condemn an Heretick : Thus a man's li, 
juſtify's him from the imputation of rebellion ; ſee- 
ing, the magiſtrate's authority ceaſes, whenever the 
man ceaſes to acknowlege it; becauſe, the lawful- 
nefs of authority thus, depends on the good will of 
the ſubject. 3 Mr. S's notion of a lawful ma- 
giſtrate, that he's one who is acknowleg'd to be ſo, 
overthrows civil magiſtracy, and defeats the end of 
it, with reſpect to reiractory Subjects, who are thus 
taught, to rid themſelves of their obligation to ſub- 
mithon, by a not acknowledging the authority. 
And this is the plain import, of the principle, thar 
ton fl every man has a right, to purſue the diftates of even 
10M erring conſrience. For thus, ſuppoſing that a man's 
cks; N conſcience tell him, that it's ſuperſtitious, to obſerve 
o- the Sabbath day: the magiſtrate can have no autho- 
ern ry, to puniſh him for profaning that holy day, 
e a-MApiin, if it ſhould tell him, that dominion is found- 
ed in grace; and he ſhould rob, and plunder thoſe 
Now, Hof their goods, whoin he thould think wicked; the 
magiſtrate, could not thus, have any authority to 


puniſh 
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puniſh his robberies, Nay,ifa Jacobite's conſcience 
ſhould tell him, it's his duty to aſſaſſinate our Sove- 
reign, there could be no authority, to puniſh his 
treaſon ; unleſs, we abſurdly fay, that a magiſtrate 
has authority to puniſh a man, for acting by a di- 
vine right. I note theſe conſequences of his opini- 
ons, to ſhew the abſurdity of them ; not that I 
would in the leaſt, inſinuate any diſloyalty in my 
Reverend brother, | 

After the ſame manner, theſe principles overthrow 


parental authority, for if the child plead conſcience, 


the parent's authority ceaſes. Mr. S. pleads ex- 
prefily for this, in his Diſcourſe of the duty of Pa- 
rents, lately publiſhed, p. 18, & 19. * if ( /ays he) 
our Children purſue the dictates of their conſci- 
ences, when arrived to a capacity, to chuſe for 
themſelves, we dare not reſtrain their liberty, by 
any threats or ſeverities whatever, even when 
they run into principles, that are in our appre- 
henſion, no way right, ---- Parents, indeed, may 
argue, and debate the caſe with their children, 
© and if they ſucceed, well ; if not, conſcience muſt 
* {till be their guide. But pray how will this con- 
ſiſt with the divine command, zo bring up our chil. 
dren, inthe nutture and admonition of the Lord? He 
allows, p 20 that * a parent may oblige his child, 
under years of choice and diſcretion, to go with 
* him in the ſame profeſſion, and gives this rea- 
ſon, p21. Conſcience is not affected, one way or the 
© other, without ſome degree of tho'r, and reaſon in 
* children, to form a judgment, and to fix their 
* principles : * it ſeems then, the parents have au- 
thority, while the children have no tho't, nor reaſon 
to form a judgment, that is, while they are not ca- 
pable of the nurture and admonition of the Lord. 
But, when once they are capable of receiving in- 
ſtruction, if they tell the parent, that the reaſons 
they give of their inſtructions, do not appear ſuft- 
cient, © the authority of the parent reaches oo 
| ener, 
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* ther; as he expreſſly ſays. If this be not, to de- 
feat the end of that command, I know not what 
is. Again, how ſhall a parent thus, bring up a child 
in the way he ſhould go, that when he is old, he may 
not depart from it. Seeing, he is not capable of be- 
ing thus bro't up, when he has no tho't, nor reaſon 
to form a judgment; and, as ſoon as, he comes to 
that, the parent's authority ceaſes, if the child re- 
ſuſe inſtruction, and plead conſcience. Again, how 
is this principle conſiſtent, with the obligation laid 
on children, by the fifth Command ? Is the com- 
mand to this ſenſe, Child honour your parents, and 
obey them, if it ſeem right in your eyes, otherwiſe 
not? For my part, I find no other limitation fer, 
to the obedience of a child, but if it agree not with 
the will of God, in which eaſe, we are to obey 
God rather than our parent. Thus the Apoſtle li- 
mits it, Eph. 6. 1. Children obey your patents, in the 
Lord, for that is right. In the Lord, that is, accor- 
ding to the will of God, in his word. Sure I am, 
there is nothing in Scripture, of this import, Child, 
if you be ignorant, that what your parents enjoyn 
you, (howev'r agreable it be to the word) is accor- 


J. ding to Scripture, you are under no obligation to 


obey them: ſeeing, obedience in the Lord is ex- 
preſſſy be ets and declared to be right. To ſay, 
that in caſe of ignorance, conſcience muſt ſtill be 


- their guide, is to make a blind guide, ſuperiour to 


Scripture, and place it in the room of the Bible. 
And it's obſervable, that Mr. . has not, in all this 
diſpute, for a right to follow an erring conſcience, 
advanc'd one text of Scripture, but the inſtance of 
the Bereans, which it's manifeſt, is nothing to the 
purpoſe. But, if it be objected, what authority can 
their be, and to what purpoſe urg'd, if the child 
can't ſee it to be duty, which is requir'd? Anſ. It 
hews the child, the danger, of fejecting pious 
deriptural inſtructions, Whatever they may think of 
mem; which, to any ingenious temper, will 2 

‚ them 
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them to much feriqus prayer, and ſtudy, to be truly 
inform'd, leaſt they, tho ignorantly be guilty ot 
diſobedience to the lawful authority of a parent, 


and ſo bring on them the wrath of God, even in this 
life ; and provoke him to cut off their dave, accor- 


ding to the threatning, in the fifth Command. 


Whereas, to tell them, #f they cant ſec, their parent; 
have no authority to command; and that iiry are in 
their duty, in following cven anerring conſcience, is to 
throw the reins upon childrens neck, before they 
be come, even to a ripenefs, and maturity of judg. 
ment, and before their young, minds, be form'd and 
ſubdued, by a pious education ( for, this Jiberty, it 
ſeems, commences with their being capable of tho't 
and to form a judgment) arid ſo, when they are in 
the likelieft way, to rüine themſelves. Such doct. 
rine, I ſay, robs a child of the greateft motive, 
next to 15 authority of God himſelf, to engage 2 
child to receive pious inſtructions, and ſubmit to 
a pious education; and really teaches them diſobe- 
dience to parents; a ſin, that leads the way, to all 
other ſins and miſery. Nay, this doctrine, is the 
greateſt impoſition, and hardſhip upon a pious pa- 
rent; unleſs it be no matter, what opinions in reli- 
gion a child embrace, which is a dangerous error. 
It were much more tolerable, to tell parents, that 
tho? they ſhould ſce their children, going the right 
road to the Gallows, they may indeed perſwade 
them, but they have no authority to enjoyn, nor 
muſt they ule any threats or feverities, to reſtrain 
them from ſuch a courſe ; than to tel! them, they 
have no authority to reſtrain, nor muſt they ule 2. 
ny threatnings or ſeverities, to keep their children 
from profeſſing principles, that they know ( for ap- 
prehending is all the knowlege allow'd us) are no 
way right, but lead to their everlaſting deſtruction, 
What pious parent, can, ſo much as, bear the tho 
cf ſuch a thing! To talk of oppretſing conſcienct 
in the parent's reſtraining children, from runnin; 
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into everlaſting damnation, is too abſurd, to deſerve 
any anſwer. Certainly, God requires parents, to 
curb and reſtrain fin in their children, and ſeeing, 


there is no fin more heinous, than forſaking the 
good and right ways of the Lord, and the truths of 


che Goſpel, which point out the only way to Sal- 


vation: if a tendency to ſuch a defection, appear 
in children, and pious inſtructions cannot prevail, 
they are to be reſtrain'd, by even threats and ſeve- 
rities. Solomon ſays, he that (in ſuch caſe) ſpareth 
the rod, (that is ſeverities) hateth his Son. This 
method, tho” it can't cure, the error of the conſci- 
ence of the child, it will prevent an open apoſtacy, 
to the diſhonour of God. Nay, who knows, how 
God may bleſs your conſcientious exerciſe of ſeve- 
ities, for reclaiming the erring child; ſeeing, it's a 
ean of his own appointment, at leaſt, it will be 
of uſe to the reſt of the family, who will hear, and 
fear, and not dare to preſume upon ſuch wicked- 
neſs, Children, and parents alſo, ought to know, 
that no age or term of years, is to put an end to 
tne authority of parents, in their pious inſtructions, 
or injunctions, and to the duty of obedience (in the 
Lord) in children. See if there be any term ſet, in 
the fifth Command, or Eph. 6. however, in civil 
matters, they be ſur juris, when paſt their mino- 

rity* | JET 
Mr. S. indeed ſays, in the fore-mentioned diſ- 
courſe p 19: © a parent may reſtrain his child, from 
* any vicious practice, by which he underſtands 
immoralities, as appears afterwards. As if a parent 
had ſufficiently diſcharg'd his duty, if he keep his 
child, from being worſe than a moral Heathen. Bur, 
why may not a parent reſtrain his child, from open 
apoſtacy from the truths of the Goſpel 2 He ſays, 
in his late diſcourſe on Prov. 1. 10. p. 19, Pa- 
'rental authority (according to the juſt limits of all 
that js humane) cannot extend it ſelf, to points of 
conſcience, yer may and ought to points of prac- 
= L s rice. * 
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©tice.” Where, either Mr. $. diſtinguiſhes ill, or 
elſe points of practice, are no matters of conſcience, 
and then, I think, there can be no immoralities, for I 
that can't be immoral, that is not contrary to a good Þ 
conſcience. We, certainly, ought to make conſci- Þi 
ence of every thing; ſeeing, the word of God obli- 
ges conſcience, both in matters of faith, and matters 
of practice. But perhaps, this is only a ſlip, howe- 
ver, if matters of practice be matters of conſcience, Þþ 
I ſee not, how the parents authority, can be more, 
in points of practice, than points of faith: ſeeing, 
conſcience is concern'd in both, and the authority, 
will be over conſcience in the one caſe, as well as 
the other. Thus if there be no parental authority 
oyer gonſcience, in ſubordiuation 10 God, children 
may claim liberty enough, even in all things. 
Mr. &. ſays, of Proteſtant principles, p- 45. I cant 
ſay, I have any more, than a moral certainty oe 
* them from the holy Script ure. And when I ſy, 
I am certain, that Proteſtants are right, and Papilts|þ 
in the wrong, I can only mean, that according to 
the beſt light, and information I can receive from hav 
* Scripture, my judgment, is thus full N determin'd. God 
That, this full determination is, to him, no more Ire. 
than moral certainty, which may poſſibly be a mi- tore 
ſtake; and that he allows, no other faith to Tro-fble 
teſtant Synods, and ſo to no believer, than what he mal 
cJajms to himſeli, appears from what follows: Il teſt. 
* ( ſays ke) we impoſe our principles, upon a firm niot 
© belief and determination, that what we maintain I ſam 
* js truth; certainly, the ſame determination, in tbat 
* Papiſts, muſt juſtify the impoſition of Popiſh doct-. into 
lines“ Where he plainly declares, that the Po- doc 
pit determination, (Which he makesſynonimaus, with Nga. 
elief) is the ſame, with the faith of Proteſtants. S0 oft! 
that, here, he replies to my argument againſt an e. Mat 
2 right in Papiſts, and Proteſtants, to require a. ts. 
ſent to their eee Creeds, by owning the ſcep- N opit 
tical notion of faith, which [alledged, muff be is eri 
PI) 
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ply'd in fuck a poſition. For, the faith of Papiſts, 

uſt be own'd by him, to be poſſibly a miſtake, 
elſe he could not, be fo. much as morally: certain, 
that their doctrines are wrong, and ſeeing, the be- 


lief of Proteſtants is, to him, the ſame determinati- 


on with that. of Papiſts, the belief of Proteſtants, 
may alſo be a miſtake, and may terminate on grols 
rrors, no leſs than that of the Papiſts;. Now, this 
is, to deny all abſolute centainty by faith, and to 
urn faith into mere opinion. I muſt be bold: to 
ay, that whoever has no better faith of Proteſtane 
principles, than Papiſts have of their errors, (Iet. it 
be I my ſelf, or whoever elſe). have reaſon, bitter- 
y to bewail their unbelief, and to cry mightily: to 
od, that he would give them the ſame ſpirit of: 
uit h, and the like precious faith with his own pecu- 
ar people; and that he would give hem; to know- 
he myſteries. of. the kingdom ef God, which. he hides 
from the Wiſe and prudent, while they are revealed 
unto babes. For, I muſt- inſiſt earneſtly, on it, that a 
faith, which is the ſame: with the faith which Papiſts 
have. of their errors; is not, nor can be the gift of 
God; or the fruit of his Spirit, (it would be the 
greateſt diſhonour, to impute it to him) and there- 


. ore, is not ſaving faith, but will be found a miſera- 


ble cheat, by thoſe that reſt in it. Such a doctrine, 
makes it indifferent, whether a man be a ſound Pro- 
teſtant, or an idolatrous Papiſt; nay, makes. all opi- 
nions in matters of faith indifferent; ſeeing; the 
ſame faith, will avail, as much one way, as another, 
that is, indeed, nothing either way, but to ſink men 
into deſtruction. And the reader may ſee, that this 
doctrine of faith, is the foundation of the doctrine, 
againſt, what he calls, impoſition, Lat all lovers: 
of their Souls, beware of it Parents that can think, 
that whether their child be Proteſtant or Papiſt, &c. 
I's, ſtill the ſame faith, may conſiſtently with their: 
opinion, give up their children to a blind guide; an 
ring. conſcience. As for others, who believe, that 
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divine faith, has neceſſarily, the real mind of God 
in Scripture, for its object, and that a believing al: 
ſent, is founded on the infallible teſtimony of God, 
in his word; and, that whoever has not this, has 
not faſth which is ſaving, cannot give up their chil. 
dren, as aforeſaid, conſiſtently with their judgment; 
unlefs, they be willing to give them up to the great 
nw gs or deſtroyer. I have ſaid more of paren- 
tal authority, than conſiſts well with my intended 
brevity, being mov'd, with the dreadful aſpect, that 

Mr. S's doctrine, has on our children, which are the 

growing hopes of our Churches. 

Mir. S. being aware, of what might be thought, 
of his principle, that Papiſts and Proteſtants, have 
the ſame faith, as to their reſpective principles, viz. 

that it would follow, that there is no ſuch thing as 

truth. He ſays, neither doth this infer, that there 
is no ſuch thing as truth. But, ſure, it looks like 
what the Sceptick ſaid, viz. That there is, indeed. ſuch 

a thing as truth, but it's in a deep cell, from hence 

none can draw it out. For, if Papiſts have the ſame 

belief with Proteſtants, as to their reſpective prin- 
ciples, and ſo they may be equally miſtakes ; | ſe 
not, who can ſay, he has found the truth. 
But ſays he, if Proteſtant doctrines be fo clearly 
revealed in Scripture, as the terms Mr. F. uſes, 
© ſeem to imply; a man of ſincerity, and common 
capacity, will quickly receive the evidence.“ Does 

Mr. & then hold the obſcurity of Scripture, as to Pro- 
teſtant doctrines, which are among the moſt impor- 

tant doctrines ? No doubt, ſeeing, the Papiſts have 

the ſame firm perſwaſion, for their errors, as Pro- 
te ſtants can have, for their principles; for thus, the 

Scripture muſt be very obſcure ; which, ( by the way) 

is a Popiſh principle. But, how will it follow, that 

if the Babe Face doctrines, be ſo clearly revealed in 

Scripture; as I infinuate ; therefore, a man of com- 

mon capacity, and ſincerity, will quickly receive the 

evidence ? Sure, the evidence may be bright, - 
| h ; CLeal 
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clear in it felf, and to thoſe, who have the eyes of 

their underſtanding; opened, by the concurrence of 

the Word and Spirit: though dark to thoſe, who 

are under the power of unbelief, and natural preju- 

dices. The Phariſees were men of learning, Scrip- . 
ture learning, and-morality, as appears from the fair 

thew they made, and therefore, no doubt, thought 

they interpreted the Scripture right, and yet we find, 
that prophecy applied to them, hearing they hear, 

but do not underſtand, and ſeeing they ſee, but do not 

perceive. And Joh. 1. 5. The light ſhineth in dark- 

neſs, and the darkneſs comprehendeth it not. So that, 

it's but a miſtake, which Mr. & lays down as a rule, 
* that where the evidence is ſo bright, as to warrant 
* impoſition, there it will never need it, unleſs the 

priviledges of the Chriſtian Church, muſt be expo- 
ed, and proſtituted, to blind deluded Hereticks. 

In anſwer, to my denying a liberty of indifferen- 
cy, or a right to judge, for or againſt, the true ſenſe 
of Scripture ; and my denying, that ever the Refor- 
mation ſtood, on ſo rotten a foundation; he ſays, 
p. 45. If he intends ( rhe true ſenſe ) any other 
* ſenſe, than what the reformers determin'd to be 
* true; *cis more, than he or they can prove, that 
© they did not judge contrary to it. Nay, certain- 
ly, if we ſuppoſe, that the true ſenſe was different, 
from what they determin'd to be true, it muſt ne- 
ceſſarily follow, that they could not prove their 
ſenſe to be true. But, why ſuch a ſuppoſition ? if 
this be not, either an error of the preſs, or that Mr. 
S. being to deny, that the Reformers themſelves, 
could not prove their ſenſe, to be true ( which a- 
grees well enough, with his notion of the Proteſtant 
faith aforeſaid ) our of modeſty, he will do it, upon 
a ſuppoſition only, though moſt inconſiſtent. 5 

Mr. S thinks it ridiculous, p. 46. to ſuppoſe, that 
the Reformers, might not act, inconſiſtently with 
themſelves, in framing and requiring aflent, to 
Creeds. But, for my part, I muſt ſtill, think it 

ſtrange 
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| flrange ( whieh is, what. I ſaid.) that they were in 
their profeſſed principles, againft all Creeds, and Ithe 


Church authority, and yet publickly maintain, the 


uſe of both. Mr. S. has not once attempted, to 


prove, that there were any non-ſubſcribers among 


them, which yet had: been. proper before he had 


ſpoken, of nom ſubſcriber's telling the reformers of 


their inconirſtencies: that Fapiſts © were pleaſed, 


to ſes their principles, ſo: unaccountably carreſs'd 
„by Proteſtants, is a thing which: Em ſatisfied, 
has no foundation im the Hiſtory of the Re formati- 
on b | 


P. 47. he has this expreſſion, © At leaſt, I think, 


© he muſt: mean, that the Scripture, is an-uſcleſs It 


© rule,. without the eye of ſanctified reaſon. * It 
ſeems: Mn. &. thinks otherwiſe, though David tho't, 
that che: Scriptuye could be but of little uſe to him, 
without divine illumination, when: he prays, Pſal. 
rg” 18. Open thou: mine eyes, that I may behold-won- 
ders ont iow: So alſo Paul, when he: ſays, 
1 Cor: 2. 14. The natural man, knows not the things, 
of the: Spirit af God; for they are fookeſhneſSiunto him, 
neil her an he know them, becauſe. they are ſpiruually 
diſcerned. A natural man, may know the common 
ſignification of Scripture words, the: grammatical 
conſtruition of ſentences, and the connection of 
propoſitions: So that, he may have ſwiming.notions, 
f Goſpel doctrines im his head; they may be mat- 
ters of apinion, and ofi pure ſpeculation unto him. 
Hence, he may talk well, and argue ſmartly for the 
truth, and thus, be uſt ful to others. But as to the 
things themſelves, he has no other knowlege of 
them; than we have, of what we know not, whether 
it be true; or falſe, or: which is the ſubjæct, of a con- 
jecture upon ftrong probability, at beſt. The na- 
tural man, knows nothing of the reality and excel. 
lency of divine truths, he has no evidence of divine 
thin s: themſzlves.. Hence, he: never felt the- POW- 
er km as his heart, ſanctify ing and transforming, 
. it, 
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it, as a realizing knowlege always does. Hence, 


there is mention of God's purifying the heart by 


aith, and ſanctiſying men, by his truth. Thus, it 
appears, that the Scripture, can't be ſavingly uſeful, 
to a man, without ſanctified reaſon, or divine illu- 
mination, therefore, ſuch an one, ought diligently 
to read the word, and pray for illumination, in order 


Ito its. being uſeful ; and, as to a fule of faith; ſure, 


it can't be à rule of faith to a man, that has no faith. 


But Mr. & in this paſſage, ſeems to think, that un- 


ſanctified reaſon, can make uſe of the Scripture, as a 
rule of faith; and, indeed, ſo it might (according to 


what I have ſaid) if faith, were only moral certain- 
ty, which might have a Popiſh error, as well as a 


truth for its object. Aud, indeed, this is the very 
ſoundation, of that right, of following, even an er- 
ring confcience, which he pleads ; which is a ſuffi- 
cietit argument, that the doctrine of that right, is a 
dangerous error, ſapping the very foundations of true 
Religion; Which was the reaſon, of that obſervati- 
on on this head, which I made, and which Mr-S. 
here takes notice of. But { ſays he) the miſchief 
* is, that this will ſtrike at the authority of Synods, 
* where they are unſanctified, and who ſhall be judge 
when they are ſo, and when they are not. But, 
by his leave, we receive the deciſions of a Synod, as 
doctrines of divine revelation, becauſe of their a- 
greement with Scripture : when a believer ſees this 
agreement, he acknowledges God's voice in the 
Synod, and conſequently its authority, without ta- 
king that upon them, which is God's prerogative, 
viz. to ſearch mens hearts. God directs us, to the 
law and to the teſtimony, to judge of what men 
lay, not to ſearch their hearts. Sandified reaſon 
enables a Synod, to make true deciſions, and believ- 
ers to know that they are ſuch ; but it's not their 
knowlege, that's the ground of our aſſent to them, 
but the agreement of the deciſions with God's word. 
Even as, if a ſervant bring us a mellage, and goes 
: NE 800 
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good evidence, that he ſpeaks his maſter's mind 
though faithfulneſs, in ſo far, be neceſſary in a mel- 
ſenger, we rely on the evidence he gives, without 
thinking it neceſſary, to our aſſenting, to ſearch in. 
to his perſonal character. So that, there is no need, 
to enquire into the inward ſtate of a Synod, in order 
to believe, what they ſay, provided their deciſions, 
be according to the word of God. 

I had pleaded, that Synods can't preſerve agree- 
ment among Paſtors, if .they can't exclude from 
their Society, even a Biddle and a Val-ntinus, much 
leſs an Arian, Socinian, Arminian, &c. to this he 
anſwers, p. 49 Doth all agreement conſiſt in a 
* union of opinions ? May not miniſters, who have 
© ſome difference in their ſentiments, unite in their 
© afteCtions; * Ay, but are theſe only /ome differen- 
ces ? Who would have thought, that Mr. S. would 
have ſpoke ſo diminitively, of ſuch differences 
Becauſe, miniſters ought to unite in affection, where 
there are ſome differences, in leſſer points; ought 
they, therefore, to unite in affection, and minitte- 
rial communion, with thoſe, to whom all matters of 
faith, are only opinions, or who hold opinions, con- 
trary to the very fundamentals, of the common faith 
of God's Church : ſuch as theſe Hereticks, I men- 
tioned : which ſeems to be his opinion, for he adds, 
As for the men and principles, which he mention- 
© ed, if their errors are not ſo palpable, as to be ea- 
© fily refuted by argument, it's a great queſtion, 
© whether they ought to be excluded by authority. 
Refuted they may eaſily be, but not ſo eaſy, to bring 
them to an acknowleg'd conviction, which, I take 
to be Mr. S's ſenſe of refuting. So then, if the He- 
reticks, have obſtinacy enough, to reject all argu— 
ments, and admonitions ; it ſeems, there's no reme- 
dy, we muſt unite with them : whata medly would 
this make the Church of God! Such a principle, 

methinks, is its own antidote, However, to ſup- 

port this opinion, he further alledges, that the 
1 Heretick, 


c 
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© Heretick, whom Titus is commanded to reject, is 
'felf-condemin'd, — which (ſays he) can be no 


rule to us, who have not the Apoſtolick gift, of 
"F* diſcerning ſpirits. * But if Mr. & review that text, 


he may find, that being ſelf-condemn'd, is not given 
as the mark of an Heretick. all is, the Apoſtle gives 
this account of the inward ſtate, or diſpoſition of a 
perſon, who by error and obſtinacy, after the firſt 
and ſecond admonition, ſhews himſelf to be an He- 


Iretick. Whence we learn, that they reje& the 


teſtimony of the Spirit, concerning Hereticks, who 
think of them, that“ as far as appears, they ſin- 
* cerely endeavour, to inform their conſciences, 
vith a firm reſolution, to obey their dictates. 2 
Mr. & ſays, p. 49, 50. that I ſuggeſt to the world 

that he play'd the Hypocrite, and called my confel- 
lion of faith, an excellent compoſure, and incom- 
parable piece, only as a cover to unſound princt- 
ples. What I ſay, the reader will find, Poſtſcript, 
p. 83, 84. and, that the amount of it is, that ſuch 
encomiums on our Confeſſion of faith, gives no ſa- 
tisfying diſcovery of his ſoundneſs in the faith, while 
he holds non-ſubſcribing principles. And that be- 
cauſe, theſe principles, are inconſiſtent, with ſeve- 
ral important articles of that Confeſſion. To which 
he ſays, p. 50. It may coſt him ſome. pains, to 
prove my fide of the preſent controverſy, is oppo- 
* lite to ſeveral important articles of that Confeſſi- 
gon. ' Poflibly it may, yet, that he may fee, how 
widely he differs, from that incomparable piece; 1 
ſhall propoſe the following particulars, which I am 
perſwaded, he will find difficult, to reconcile with 
bis {principles „ | 
onf. Ch. 1. Sect. 2. Scripture --- the rule of faith 

and life. But, Mr. S. ſays, that every man has a right, 
to follow even his erring conſcience. And, that if 
men have not a liberty of indifferency, to embrace 
or reject the true ſenſe of Scripture, when that is 
undetermin'd, ( uncertain ) they have no right or li- 
berty, to judge, at all, M Ch. 
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pernieious, and to be deteſted, But Mr. & pleads, 
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-"Ch, 1. Seck. 6. The whole counſel of God 


is --- ſet down, in Scripture --- unto which, nothing 
at any time, is to be added. Mr. 5. holds, a true 


ſenſe of Scripture, which is not the real ſenſe, 


which therefore, muſt be an addition to Scripture. 
Ch. 1. Se&. 9. True ſenſe of Scripture, not ma- 

nifold, but one. But Mr. S. holds, the apparent 

ſenſe to be the true ſenſe, and that they who judge, 


according to the apparent ſenſe, judge not contrary ]; 


to Scripture, though that muſt be, as various, as men's 


private judgments; 


Ch. 1. Sect. 10. The ſupream Judge, by which 
all controverſies of religion are to be determin'd,--- 
can be no' other but the holy Spirit, ſpeaking in 
the Scripture. But Mr. S. asks, who ſhall be judge ? 
as if there were none to determine controverſies, 
between perſons diſagreeing in their Sentiments. 
And holds, that it's not the real mind of God in 
Scripture, but even an erring conſcience, that is to 
determine every particular man, as to what fide of 
a controverſy, he is to embrace. And therefore, 
it's not the Spirit in the Scripture, that is judge, (un- 
leſs the erroneous dictates of conſcience, be the 


_ dictates of the Spirit, ſpeaking in Scripture) accord- 


ing to him. Yi 
Conf. Ch. 8. Sect. 8. To all thoſe, for whom 


Chriſt: hath purchaſed redemption,--- he reveals, in 


and by the word, the myſteries of Salvation, effectu- 


ally perſwading them by his Spirit, to believe and 
obey. But Mr. S. allows viſible chriſtianity, to lb 
them, who following their private judgment, are 


viſible enemies to the myſteries of Salvation. 
Conf. Ch. 10. Sect. 6. Much leſs, can men, not 


proſeſſing the Chriſtian religion, be ſaved, in any 


other way whatſoever, be they never ſo diligent, 
to frame their lives, according to the light of na- 
ture, and. the law of that Religion they do profeſs 
And; to aſſert and maintain that they may, is very 


that 
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that a man of learning and ſtrict morals, and who 
appeals to the Scripture as his ſupreme Rule of de- 
ciſion, has a right to Chriſtian communion, and ſo 
is viſibly in the way of Salvation, tho it's evident 
(from Arius, Socinus, Arminius, &c. who were all 


Ifam'd for learning, morality, and a profeſs'd ſtrict 


adherence to Scripture) that a man, Who has all 
that he requires, may deny and blaſpheme, the moſt 
1 of Chriſtianity, and ſo profeſs a 
difterent Religion, from the Chriſtian Religion. 
Conf. Ch. 11. Se&. 2. Faith . is the alone in- 
ſtrument of juſtification. How is Mr. Ss owning 
this article, conſiſtent, with a right to deny, even 
this article, if it does not appear, to be the ſenſe of 
Scripture ; unleſs, a right be allowed, to reject the 
only way of obtaining peace with God ? 
onf. Ch. 14. Sect . 1. The grace of faith, —- is 
the work of the Spirit. But,how is faith a grace, or 
work of the Spirit, if no more than a moral certain- 
ty, (as Mr. S. ſays) which may have a Popiſh error, 
no leſs than a truth for its object? . 
Ch. 14. Sect. 2. By this faith, a Chriſtian believ- 
eth to be true, whatſoever is revealed in the word, 


for the authority of God himſelf, ſpeaking therein. 


But Mr. & makes the apparent, tho' not the real 
ſenſe, yea a Popith error, to be a foundation of 
faith. And his making faith a moral certainty only, 
cannot conſiſt, with its being, a believing for the 
authority of God himſelf, who cannot poſſibly lie, 
becauſe thus, nothing can be true faith, which does 
not rely on the infallible teſtimony of God. 
Conf. Ch. 18. Sect. 2. Speaking of a believer's 
aſſurance of Salvation; it's ſaid, that this certainty, 
ij not a bare conjectural, and probable perſwaſion, 
but an infallible afſurance of faith. But, this 
can't be, if theſe articles of faith, which are neceſſa- 
ily preſuppos'd to ſuch aſſurance, be only morally 
certain, as Mr. S. ſays. „ 
Conf, Ch 20. Sect. * They, Who upon Wee 
5 0 
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of Chriſtian liberty, do practice any fin,--- do there. 


by deſtroy the end of Chriſtian liberty. But, ac- 
cording. to Mr. S. it's every man's right, and his 


chriſtian liberty, to follow even an erring conſcj- 


ence, which we ſee, many times dictates blaſphe- 
mies, and falſhoods, to the great diſhonour of God, 
Ch. 20. Sea. 4. And for publiſhing ſuch opini- 
oNs,-— as are contrary, -- to the known principles 
of Chriſtianity, ---- they may be lawfully call'd to 
account, and proceeded againſt, by the cenſures of 
the Church. This, is inconſiſtent, with the who! 
ſtrain of hon-ſubſcribing principles. were” 
Conf, Ch. 23. Sect. 1. God---hath ordain'd civil 
magiſtrates,--- and--- hath armed them, with power 
of the Sword, --- for the puniſhing of evil doers. 
How can Mr. S. agree to this, unleſs he deny ſpread. 


ers of blaſphemous doctrines, to be evil doers ? for 


if they may not be cenſur'd by the Church, ſure they 
may not be puniſh'd by the Magiſtrate. 

| Ch. 23. Sec. 3. The civil magiſtrate, --- hath au- 
thority, and it is his duty, to take order --- that all 


blaſphemies, and hereſys, be ſuppreſs'd. This, is 


plainly, againſt Mr. S's right of private judgment. 

Conf. Ch. 24. Se&. 3. Damnable Hereſys. How 
will allowing that there are ſuch, agree with Mr. 
S's principles? is not that, too warm an expreſſion, 
from a Proteſtant ? | 

Conf. Ch. 25. Sect. 2. The viſibleChurch,--- con- 
ſiſts of all, --- that profeſs the true Religion. How 
will this conſiſt, with that medley, of profeſſors of 
falfe religions, which Mr. S. pleads, ſhould be al- 
low'd a right, to follow their erring conſciences, 
within the boſom of the Church. 

Conf. Ch. z 1. Sect. 1. There ought to be ſuch 
aſſemblies, as are commonly called Synods & Coun- 
cils. But how can Mr. & own the divine warrant 
of ſuch Aſſemblies ? and yet deny all authority in 
their deciſions, os | 

Ch. 31. Sect, 3. It belongeth to Synods, & Coun- 


cils 
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e- cils, miniſterially to determine controverſies of faith, 
c- --- which decrees and determinations, if conſonant 
Is} to the word of God, are to be received with reve- 
ei. rence, and ſubmiſſion, not only, for their agreement 
e- with the word, but alſo, for the power, Where with 
d. they are made. This I think Mr. &. has ſtrenuouſly 
ni: diſputed againſt, as may be ſeen above. To allow 
es authority, if it be acknowleg'd, and the decrees not 
to || queſtion'd, can't be the meaning of the aſſembly, 
of | becauſe Ch. 20. Se& 4. Synods are allowed a power, 
le to cenſure, maintainers of opinions, contrary to the 
| known principles of Chriſtianity. | | 
But, after all theſe manifeſt inconſiſtencies, be- 
tween Mr. S's principles, and the Weſtminſter Con- 
feſſion; he alledges, that the Confeſſion declares 
for his principles, Ch. 31. Set. 4. the words are, 
All Synods, or Councils fince the Apoſtles times, 
whether general or particular, may err, and many 
* have erred: therefore, they are not to be made a 
au- © rule of faith and practice, but to be uſed, as an 
all © help in both.“ He declares himſelf © ſurpriz'd, to 
„is © find his judgment, ſo exactly copied, ---- in ſuch a 
nt. book.“ And, indeed, it would have been ſurpriz- 
ow ing, if it had been copied in it; ſeeing, that would 
Mr, have made the book, a groſs inconſiſtency ; which 
on, yet, there is no ground to alledge. For, Mr. S. has 
miſtaken the ſenſe of the article, by confounding 
on- the term Rule, with Teſt, For, tho? they deny, that 
ow the deciſions of a Synod, are a Rule of faith, which 
of they appropriate to the Scripture, Ch. 1. Sect. 2. 
al- Yet, they do not deny them, to be a Teſt of ortho- 
es, doxy. For, the aſſembly makes thoſe, who deny 
the known principles of Chriſtianity, liable to 
ich I cenſure. Ch. 20. Set. 4. and Ch. 31. Sec. 3. 
un- They determine that the deciſions of a Synod, ac- 
ant WW cording to the word, are to be receiv'd with reve- 
in rence. Which explains what they meant, by known 
principles of Chriitianity. And, whereas, they ſay 
un- their deciſions are to be Helps, this agrees wel, 
| _ wit 
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with the notion of miniſterial authority, which they 
claim to Synods, it not being a dominion, over the 
faith of the Church, but a help to her joy. And, 
tho” they call them helps, they do not diveſt Synods 
of authority, as appears, by the immediately pre- 
ceeding Section. | | 

I might obſerve, that the Scripture, in Mr. S's ti- 
tle page, viz. Luk. 9. 54. is no wiſe concern'd with 
our controverſy. Seeing, it was not, for rejecting 


_ Chriſt's doctrine, that the diſciples, were for punith- 
ing the Samaritans, but for denying him, the huma- 


nity, due to a traveller, the giving him civil enter- 
tainment, ee . 
But, I come to the humane authority, for his 
principles, wherewith he concludes. As to the au- 
thority of miniſters in controverſy, our known prin- 
_ Giple is, that they are to be reverenc'd, when ſpeak- 
ing according to Scripture : but if an Angel from 
heaven, preach another Goſpel, he has no weight 
with us. And this may ſerve, for anſwer to any o- 
ther humane authorities, alledg'd by him, as well as 
that of Mr: Baxter's. Of whom I beg leave, to in- 
ſert the following account, from Dr. Cotton Mathers 
Life of Mr. Norton We read him( ſays he) unac- 
* countably enumerating among errors, which he 
* fays have corrupted Chriſtianity, and ſubverted the 
© Goſpel, ſuch things as theſe : | 15 
They feign, that God made a Covenant with 
FC. Adam, that if he ſtood God would continue him, 
and his poſterity, and if he fell, God would take 
«& it, as if all his poſterity, then perſonally ſinned in 
« him, ---- feigning God, to make Adam, not only 
ee the natural father, but alſo, arbitrarily, a confti- 
* tuted repreſenter, of all the perſons, that ſheuld 
* ſpring from him. Whence they infer, that Chriſt 
« was, by God's impolition, and his own ſponſion, 
cc made the legal repreſentative perſon,of every one 
cc of the Elect, taken ſingularly: fo that, what he 
did for them, God reputeth them, to have ao 
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* by him. Hereby, they make the perſon of the 
Mediator, the legal perſon of the ſinner. | 
They forge a law, that God never made, that 


* faith, thou or thy ſurety,ſhall obey perfectly, or die · 


e They feign, God to have made, an Eternal Co- 


ec venant with his Son.  _. 

„They feign, Chriſt to have made ſuch an ex- 
“change with the elect, as that having taken all 
te their fins, he hath given them all his righteouſ- 
© neſs, not only the fruit of it, but the thing it ſelf. 

«© They ſay, that by the imputation of Chriſt's 


"| © righteouſneſs, habitual and actual, we are judgd 


perfectly juſt. oy 


They talk of juſtification, in mere ignorant 


% confuſion ; - they ſay, that to juſtify, is not to 
* make righteous, but to judge righteous vc 

« They err groſlly, ſaying, that by (faith imputed 
for righteouſneſs) and, (our being juſtified by faith) 
© js not meant, the act or habit of faith, but the ob- 
* ject, Chriſt's righteouſneſs: not ſticking thereby, 
® to turn ſuch texts, into ' worſe than 'non-ſenſe. 
All theſe, (ſays the Dr.) are Mr. Baxter's own words, 
jn his defence of Chriſ. Ch. 2. Theſe things, which 
our Churches, with amazement, behold Mr. Baxter, 
thus calling fictions, falſhoods, forgeries, ignorant 
* confuſions, and groſs errors, were defended by Mr. 
Norton, as the faith once delivered to the Saints. 
Thus the Dr. a man, that had not, the leaſt partial 
prejudice, againſt Mr. Baxter, or his Works. Now, 
[ have the rather quoted theſe things, for two rea- 
fons. 1. That the reader may learn, to read the 
books, of even ſome non conformiſt miniſters, and 
particularly Mr. Haxter's, with due caution. And 
2, to ſhew, that Mr. Baxter had as much reaſon as 
moſt men, to be, for freedom, from all ſuch trouble- 
ſome things, as orthodox Creeds. And, indeed, as 
one well ſays, ordinarily, they that are againſt 
Creeds, it's becauſe Creeds are- againſt them. | 
dd V5S D550 ©5539 Vie VIS Se se BSD 
1 V The 


The Reverend Mr. Nathan 


Baſſetts APPENDIX 
Conſidered. ws 


E profels'd deſign, of the Reverend Au- 
GT @\ thor, in this his Appendix, is, 1. to clear 
I ; himſelf of a charge, which he alledges J 
, bro't againſt him, of being the author 
of the Controverſy, a-foot among us. But if the 
Teader conſult Poſtſ. p. 32. he will find, that I only 
charge him, with bringing the Controverſy into the 
Pulpit, before I preach'd my Sermon; which 
call'd for, as publick a teſtimony for truth. For, 
the Controverſy had ſubſiſted among us, long be- 
fore, in private debates ; and then, 1 tho't a pri- 
vate defence ſufficient, not being willing to go be- 
fore my Reverend Brethren, but rather to follow 
them, as they made the debate more and more pub- 
lick. 2. His deſign is, to clear himſelf, of the charge 
of * advancing (in his Sermon) the new vampt right 
of private judgment. But ſure, my Reverend 
brother has been very unhappy, in the choice of his 
method, to clear himfelf, from this part of the charge. 
For, in the very entrance of his Appendix,he has theſe 
words, © I appear not in this Appendix, as a ſecond, 
* to the Reverend Author, of fe right of pri vate 
judgment vindicated, I have too good an opinion of 
* his cauſe, and capacity, to think he needs one. 


Where, he ſufficiently declares himſelf, to be of the 


ſame opinion, with his Brother S on the head of 
private judgment. Now, the reader can't but (ee, 
* this time, that to attribute the Right of private 
judgment, which Mr. Ya ſſett declares for, bo ore 
dox 


Iricisu, at lea 
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dox Divines, would be the moſt groundleſs thruſt 
at their character, that ever was made at any man's. 


And therefore, it's a novel right, which he is for, 


However, he produces the paragraph in his Sermon. 
to prove that the Right advanc'd was not different, 
from that of orthodox Divines, and if he (inſtead of 
the blank lines) had written the paragraph entire; 
particularly, if inſtead of the blank, he had written, 


what immediately. followed, the words Right of 


private judgment, it would, I ſuppoſe, have more 
plainly appeared, what he underſtood by that term. 
However, his owning Mr. $'s notion of it, may be 
a Key, to explain his words, which are, indeed, 


plain enough, to any, that's acquainted, with the 


non-ſubſcribing ſtyle, even as he has given us them, 
For teaching as fallible men, and not impaſing our 
ſenſe of Scripture on hearers, for the Rule of ith, 
in (out roverted, and diſputable points; but, to leave 
men to a right of private judgment; Mr. S. has ex- 
plain'd p. 36. by miniſters giving their reaſons, that 
induce them to hin, that the ſenſe they have fix- 
ed on, is indeed, the ſenſe of the Spirit; and accord- 
ing to the force of their reaſons, (he means apparent 
force) the hearers have liberty, to give or with-hold 
their aſſent. This ſhows, that to teach as fallible 
men, with Mr. ZB---, is to teach, as having only a 
moral certainty, in all controverted points: that is, 
as giving his own ſenſe, without pretending, in 
ſuch caſe, to offer the infallible truths of God, to 
his hearers ; let the. ſubje&, be as important as it 
will, if controverted. And therefore, leaving them 


to their liberty, to take it or leave it, even tho' it 


Ihould prove, to be the real ſenſe of Scripture. 
Now, this is plainly, the new vampt right of pri- 
vate judgment, | os upon its proper baſis, Sc P- 
in all controverted points, which 

ae, all the myſteries or doctrines of feveal'd Reli- 
gion. Thus, people muſt expect, in matters of 
ith, only to hear their 8 als opinion, or ſenſe, 
5 | | nor 
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not the infallible truths of God, in the moſt impor- In 
tant points: which is enough, to make one ſick, of 
preaching and preachers, if the caſe were ſo. Thus, It. 
hearing Sermons, would be only, an amuſement, a ſc 
hearing how ingenious a man is, at conjeQuring, || 
and framing reaſons, to ſupport his conjectures, or || Ir 
mere opinions. A miniſter of this profeffion, in-“ 
deed, appears the moſt doubtful, and modeſt of all of 
men, a lovely character in ſome peoples eyes! (tho © 
by the way, I think, the moſt modeſt, is very dif- af 
ferent, from the moſt doubtful man: for, faith, is 12 
ſubmiffion, to the Goſpel. Rom. 10. 3. And there. to 
fore, a mil-believing doubting, muſt be pride) At th 
the ſame time, he looks extreamly like a blind lead. ot 
er of the blind; but I only mention theſe things, to / 
ſhew the pernicious nature, and tendency, of the o- be 
pinion he has unwarily eſpous'd. . 

Having thus ſhown, what muſt neceſſarily be the me 
meaning, of Mr. 5 s expreſſions, in his Sermon, aft 
I need not trouble the reader, with any particular 
notice, of his argument, from turning the paſſage PU 
the other way; ſeeing, it's plain, the contrary off 29! 
the real ſenſe of his terms, can have no abſurdity in tha 


"Is ing 
Mr. B.- p. 57. fays, that his Sermon was ſub- © 
© mitted to the Presbytrys cenſure, and enter'd ,. 


* approv'd in the main, Which reſtriction, he ſays 
was owing to my objection. I thank Mr. . for 2 
this remark, which clears me, of what has been ob 
178 75 to me, that I firſt approv'd, and then pub of; 
ickly found fault with his Sermon. As for my Ser Pre 
mon, it could not be expected, to be approv'd byl 
Mr. B---, and thoſe of his fide; others, at leaſt, ap 

prov'd it, in the main. 8 : 
But then, he goes about, to make me the aggreſſor 
in this Controverſy. Which he endeavours, 1. b) 
altedging a letter, fent him by me, upon the Con 
troverſy, which he anſwered with filence. Whe 
I read this firſt, T was ſurpriz'd, knowing that I had 
| nee 
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never Written to Mr. B. at all, upon the ,Contro- 


2 ſome remarks, (upon a book on the Controverſy 
; which I made, at Mr. Porter's deſire, when he lent 
me the book. This copy of the letter, to Mr. Por- 


er, I remember I communicated to Mr. Z---, in way 
111 | of friendly confidence, before I had the leaſt ſuſpi- 
cion of his inclining to theſe notions ; it being, ſoon 
after he had 4 his application, to be admitted 
2 member of the Presbytry) declared himſelf, ready 
to ſubſcribe the Weſtminſter Confeſſion, which we 
then inſiſted on, as a term of miniſterial Communij- 
on. So that, in this, I could not be called an ag- 
greſſor, having not the leaſt ſuſpicion, of any oppo- 
vent. 2. He alledges, the manuſcript put into Mr. 
Hs hands. But, this was after the debate had been 
manag'd warmly, by Mr. S who came, ſome time 
after, both Mr. Porter and Mr.Zaſſer, had contended 
earneſtly, for the new principles. Therefore, the 
putting of that manuſcript into Mr. S's hands, could 
not make me the aggreſior, in this Controverly. Sh 
that, I ſee not a colour of ground, for his mention- 
ing this manuſcript ; but only, to introduce, what he 
Gb. would fix on me, as a mark of vanity, viz- that it 


vas deſigu'd for the preſs, and the confutation of 


* the Biſhop of Baxgor.* But, ſure, I never told Mr. 
that I deſign'd the manuſcript for the preſs, with 
whom, I never had one word about it, that I know 

Jof; neither did I tell, that I deſign'd it for the 
. preſs, to Mr. S. to whom I deliver'd it, as may be 
evident to any one, that reads Mr.S's letter, relating 
to that manuſcript, printed p. 21. of his Anſwer, 
ror if Mr S. had tho't, that I told him of printing 
it, in the humour that he was in for banter, when 
be wrote it, he would not have miſo'd, of upbraid- 
ng me with it. It's true, I examin'd the Biſhop of 
Bangor's arguments, for non-ſubſcribing principles, 
they are laid down in his Anſwer to the Commit- 

e tec's 


of | verſy. But afterward, I tho't of the copy of a let- 
ter, which I had written to Mr. Porter, containing 


— 
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tee'sReport, tho? he was not the only Author I conſi- 
dered on that ſide ; and pray | what harm was in this, 
may not a man of inferior abilities, deſiringto eſtabliſh 
himſelf in the truth, and therefore willing, to ſee the 
utmoſt, that can be ſaid againſt it; look into fo 
great an adverſary's works, as is the Biſhop of Ban- 
gor, or pretend to examine, or refute his arguments; 
to ſuppoſe, ſuch a thing to be a preſumption, and 
an indication of vanity, is ro Hold mens perſons in ad- 
miration, and very improper, eſpecially, for men that 
make nothing, of rejecting the deciſions, (how ever 
well founded) of whole Synods, if they do not ap- 
pear right to them. If in theſe remarks, I have 
wronged Mr. B---, I (in imitation of my Reverend 
brother) deſire his forgiveneſs, and deſire God may 
forgive his miſtakes of me, and that he may have 
the gift of the Spirit of truth, to lead him in the way 
of all truth, Which, (if it might be the iſſue of the 
Controverſy, both in reſpe& of him, and the other 
brethren of his {ide) would be an unſpeakable joy 
to me, and the whole of my deſire in that matter. 
As for biting and devouring one another, which 
Mr. B.- juſtly deprecates, and in Which I join with 
him; I truſt the Lord has kept me from it, hitherto; 
ſeeing, it is not my Reverend Brethren's perſons, or 
ietereſts, but their opinions, Which J have ſet my 
ſelf againſt, And, I think, the importance of the 
errors I have oppos'd, as they appear in the fore- 
going diſcourſe, will juſtify my conduct, to every 
_ impartial reader. Seeing, it's the undoubted duty, 
of a miniſter of Chriſt, to contend earneſtly for the 
faith, and endeavour, the ſtopping of the mouths ef 
gain-ſayers. 
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T may be enquir'd, if non-ſubſcribing principles 
be ſo bad and abſurd, how comes it, that ſo many, 
are ſo fond of them? I ſhall not pretend to give 


a full anſwer to this queſtion, or to recount at th 
2 | realons, 
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reaſons, of ſuch a fondneſs ; I ſhall only, ſpeak to 
two ſpecious pretexts, whereby theſe principles, 

come Recommended to us, being the moſt obvious. 

They are, Liberty and Charity: theſe, are account- 

ed proper, and peculiar to non-ſublcribers, and o- 

thers are reckoned, patrons of Slavery and Uncha- 
ritableneſs. | | 

I. Theſe, are reckoned, principles of liberty. 


True liberty, is a glorious privilege, the darling of 


Men, and Chriſtians, many cheerfully venture their 


lives, to preſerve their liberties, But then, true li- 


berty has bounds ſet to it, and theſe limits are its 
perfection; ſeeing, elſe, it degenerates into licen- 
tiouſneſs. Thus, Engliſh civil liberty, ſo juſtly va- 
lued, by all true Engliſh ſubjects, is limited by the 
laws and conſtitution, Now, if theſe boundaries 
were taken away, the iſſue would be, nothing but 
Anarchy and Confuſion, as of old, when there was 
no King in Iſrael, and every one, did what was 
right in his owt eyes. Every man's life and pro- 
perty, would be expos'd, to thoſe that were ſtronger 
than they. In like manner, the liberty of Chriſt's 
{ybjeds, is limited by proper boundaries; hence, 
there is mention of ſtanding faſt, in the liberty, where- 
with Chriſt has made us free. Gal. 5. 1. Chriſtian 
liberty therefore, has its limits al ſo, and they are, 
what Chriſt himſelf has fix'd. Theſe are, the reve- 
lations delivered in the holy Scripture, both as to 
faith and practice. Hence, Chriſt ſays, the truth 
ſhall make you free. 70h. 8. 32. Further, he ſays, that 
his ſervants are his freemen. 1 Cor. J. 22. Whence 
it appears, that Chriſtian liberty, conſiſts, in know- 
ing and complying with, the revelation of God ; 
for it's in this ſenſe only, that we are his ſervants. 
Therefore, all deviations from the word, or law. of 
God, is declar'd to be fin. 1 Fob. 3. 4. which the 
Scripture terms bondage, the oppoſite of liberty. 
From all which it appears, that a liberty to err from 
the real mind of God in Scripture, is not e 
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but bondage; being a tranſgreſſion of the limits of 
Chriſtian liberty. And, indeed, it ſeems ſtrange, 
that any who are ſound in their principles ſhould 
plead for a liberty to others, to reject them; ſeeing, 
this is, as if a parcel of honeſt ſubjects, ſhould plead 
for liberty to knaves, and robbers, to break through 


the laws of the ſtate, and reduce all to a ſhambles 


and confuſion. It's no wonder, that Hereticks, 
ſhould think an allowance, to reje& divine truths, 
to be liberty, no more than, that knaves and villains, 
would think a ſuſpenſion of all the laws, that ſecure 
men's lives, and properties, to be liberty : but, that 
honeſt Chriſtians, more than honeſt ſubjects, ſhould 
think ſuch licentiouſneſs, liberty ; is unaccounta- 
ble. Seeing, it's no other, than a liberty to throw 
themſelves into bondage, and to give themſelves 
up, to the guidance of a blind heart, which is deſ- 
perately wicked, and deceitful above all things. 

2. It's pretended, that we have no charity, if we 
allow not a right, to follow even an erring conſcience, 
and then, beſure, the larger our allowance for error 
be, our charity is the larger; and what ſo neceſſary 
a thing as charity, without which, there can be qo 
juſt pretenſions to piety, at all. But all this, is 
founded in unaccountably grols notions of charity. 
Sure, charity to our neighbour, is that, whereby we 
do him ſome ſervice, fome good. Now, is it good 
for our neighbour, to be ſooth'd up, in groſs errors, 
that, if he perſiſt in them, muſt be the undoing of 
his ſoul ? Nay rather, it's charity, to undeceive him, 
and hatred not to do it, !hou halt not hate thy bro- 
ther iu thy heart, but in any way, thou ſhalt reprove 
Him; which is is ne with pleading his 


right, to follow even an erring conſcience, for it 
muſt be abſurd, to reprove a man, for doing his du- 
ty, and making ule of his right. It's true charity, 
hopeth all things, when there is any ground of ho- 
ping well of a perſon, or none poſitively to the 
contrary ; but, to pretend it's charity, to think a man 
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a good Chriſtian, who rejects all, or even ſome one 
fundamental, of the Goſpel, ſuch as the Divinity of 
Chriſt, the Trinity, &c. is to make Chriſtian chari- 
ty, as blind, as the Poets make love ; nay, it's to 
make it charity, to hope contrary to expreſs Scrip- 


ture. Again, there can be no charity to our neigh- - 


bour, inconſiſtent with love to truth. Now, can we 
love truth, and plead that others have a right to re- 
ject it, as falſhood 2 Sure, we are not us'd to do ſo, 
by our friends, whom we love ; to plead, that ano- 
ther, has a right to call him a liar, cheat, and what 
not ? Again, how is it conſiſtent with love to God? 
and ſure, that can't be charity to our neighbour, 
that is not conſiſtent with love to God. A right, 
ro reject the true ſenſe of Scripture, is a right to 
diſhonour God, trample on his authority, and to give 
him the lie ; now, certainly, love to God, implies 
a due regard, and concern for his glory, which ſuch 
a charity, one would think, could not well conſiſt 
with I think, the only refuge in this caſe, muſt 
be, a pretended uncertainty, of what is truth, in 


matters of faith; but, this is a remedy, as bad, at 
leaſt, as the diſeaſe. 


FFF 
Mr. C—'s Spiritual Life, 
Fit arm your mind, and let it brightly ſhine, 


With the perſwaſion of all truths divine. 
If looſe, your principles, about you, fly, 


'o ſtrip you of them quite, the Foe will try: 


But, if with fondneſs, error you eſpoule, 
He holds you faſt already in his nooſe : 
By error, he has. many trophy's won : 

Who ſtands unfix'd, is eaſily o'erthrown. 
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